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SIXTH COMMITTEE

(POLITICAL QUESTIONS)

SLAVERY. - MINORITIES. - MANDATES. - COLLABORATION OF THE PRESS

IN THE ORGANISATION OF PEACE.

A GENDA.

I. SLAVERY: DRAFT CONVENTION.

2. MINORITIES.

3. MANDATES.

4. COLLABORATION OF THE PRESS IN THE ORGANISATION OF PEACE.

FIRST MEETING

Held on Monday, September 7th, I925, at II.40 a.m.

i. Election of the Chairman of the Committee.

Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) was elected Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN, in thanking the Committee for electing him as its Chairman, said that
the election reflected great honour on the country he represented, which would be very grateful
for the distinction which had been conferred upon him. No doubt the Committee, by the com-
bined effort of its members, would succeed in finding equitable and just solutions which
would be in the interests of all the Members of the League.

SECOND MEETING

Held on Tuesday, September 8th, I925, at 3 p.m.

Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) in the Chair.

2. Publicity of the Meetings of the Committee.

The Committee decided that its meetings should be held in public.

3. Election of Vice-Chairman.

On the motion of General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal), Dr. NANSEN (Norway) was
unanimously elected Vice-Chairman.

4. Slavery: Report of the Temporary Slavery Commission and Resolution and Draft
Protocol proposed by the British Government. Appointment of a Sub-Committee.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the question of slavery (No. 24 on the agenda of the
Assembly) was for the moment the only one before the Sixth Committee.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that, on the subject before the Com-
mittee, they had, to assist their deliberations, a very complete report from the Temporary
Slavery Commission. This was a very remarkable document, which formed a landmark
in the history of the question of slavery.
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The question which the Committee had to consider was the best use they could make of
the valuable work done on the Temporary Slavery Commission. Without examining the
report in detail, he would observe that it was divided into eight chapters, which consisted
in each case of a summary of the actual situation of the subject dealt with, followed by certain
suggestions as to what might be done to improve this situation. If the suggestions were
merely left as the expression of a hope on the part of the League of Nations as to what might
be done, Viscount Cecil did not think any great progress would be made. On the other hand,
it was the opinion of the British Government that it would be impossible to put into the form
of any international protocol or convention all the suggestions that had been made. These
went into considerable detail and dealt with special conditions in various countries, and
many of them, though admirable with regard to one country, would not be applicable to
other countries. However, certain general principles emanated from these suggestions which
he thought might well be adopted by all civilised nations as the minimum code and standard
in this matter of slavery. This had always been treated s an international question, and,
indeed, by its very nature, must be treated as such. The British Government had thought
that perhaps the best way of assisting this Committee would be to lay before it at an early
stage a draft resolution and Protocol which the Assembly might adopt.

At the present meeting, all the Committee could do would probably be to decide generally
whether some such step as he had suggested ought to be undertaken ; it might then be conve-
nient to adjourn so that the members could consider such proposal, and any other proposals
which they might desire to lay before the Committee.

Viscount Cecil then read the draft Resolution and Protocol suggested by the British
Government (Annex i).

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) expressed his satisfaction with the proposal which had been brought
forward. It would afford a splendid basis for discussion. It had in previous years been
the custom to refer slavery questions to a sub-committee; but his impression was that the
problem was of such an important nature and that it had now been studied so thoroughly
that there would not be anything gained by appointing a sub-committee. The proceedings
of sub-committees were not reported, and it was desirable that the discussions on the subject
should be.

General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal) wished to begin by stating that he had approved
the report of the Temporary Slavery Commission, of which he was privileged to be a member,
and he would now add, in the name of his Government, that he agreed with all the suggestions
contained in the report.

He regretted, however, to say that he could not agree with the honourable delegate of
the British Empire. For the moment, he was unable to see the advantages of the proposed
Protocol, though he could hardly form a clear opinion of it after merely hearing it read.

Slavery properly so called was disappearing and, as was plain from the report, it existed
chiefly in countries which were not members of the League of Nations and which could
not sign the proposed Protocol. Those Members of the League which had colonies in
Africa were already bound by the Treaty of St. Germain.

The different forms of slavery, such as serfdom and others, presented a very delicate
problem, and one to be studied with the greatest care if a situation worse than that already
existing was to be avoided. He referred to the conclusions of the Temporary Slavery Commis-
sion, which said (paragraph 92) in regard to serfdom:

"The situation is such that sudden abolition would almost certainly result in social
and economic disturbances which would be more prejudicial to the development and
well-being of the peoples than the provisional continuation of the present state of affairs.
This opinion appears to be universally held... etc."

The question of compulsory labour was more complicated still. This fact was recognised
by the Commission in paragraph 112 of the report under consideration, and the Commission
said that in certain circumstances compulsory labour might be admissible subject to certain
guarantees, and that in certain definite conditions it might be necessary for Governments
to have recourse to it. Accordingly, while rightly condemning those forms of compulsory
labour which might give rise to abuses amounting to nothing more nor less than a disguised
form of slavery, the Commission admitted that States were at liberty to define what they unrder-
stood by "compulsory labour" and by the term "essential public works and services", and
that they were at liberty to regulate, in the manner which seermed to them fairest and best
adapted to the circumstances of time and place, the recruiting and treatment of their labourers.

The question was therefore too difficult to be decided as promptly as Viscount Cecil
apparently desired, and it must be studied with care and in detail. The fifth Assembly had
regarded the matter in this light and when it approved the programme of work submitted to
it by the Temporary Slavery Commission, which included the study of slavery in all its forms,
including forced labour, the Assembly recommended to the Commission the exercise of the
greatest tact in the performance of its work.

Should circumstances suggest it, he would quite understand if a proposal were made -
indeed, he had very nearly made such a proposal himself - that an International Conference
under the auspices of the League of Nations should be called to deal with the question of
slavery in all its forms, especially that of compulsory labour, with assistance or under the direc-
tion of the International Labour Office. Countries in which slavery was still practised, and
in which the status of slave had not yet been abolished, could also take part in this Conference,



the outcome of which might further the aims of the League, especially in the territory of States
which were not members.

It would be seen, therefore, that the question was a very complicated one, and deserving
of detailed study on the Committee's part, failing which no result might be reached or - which
would be worse - a situation more difficult than that already existing might be created.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee should appoint a sub-committee and that
care should be taken to include in the sub-committee those members of the Committee who
had special experience in colonial questions. Secondly, that the sub-committee should be
requested to examine the proposal just made by Viscount Cecil, and, thirdly, that M. Gohr,
Chairman of the Temporary Slavery Commission, should be invited to attend and give the
Committee the benefit of his advice on the question.

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) supported the proposals made by the Chairman. The appoint-
ment of a sub-committee was indispensable.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) was of opinion that it was very desirable that the Committee
as a whole should hear M. Gohr. Although not attaching too much importance to the question
of procedure, he thought that it might perhaps be better to hear M. Gohr first and then decide
on the possible appointment of a sub-committee.

General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal) cordially agreed with the Chairman's proposal
and M. de Jouvenel's remarks. He wished to read the fifth Assembly's resolution in support
of what he had just said. Last year the Sixth Committee had discussed at considerable length
the report of the Temporary Slavery Commission, whose programme of work, as submitted,
covered not only slavery, but all forms of labour which might be regarded as connected there-
with. The discussion had been protracted, and had proved extremely arduous. Eventually a
list had been drawn up and approved, and the Assembly had warned the Commission that its
work should be conducted with the utmost tact and care. The present report, which had been
discussed at length during several meetings, had been drawn up by M. Delafosse, who had an
exhaustive knowledge of native life in all its aspects, and who combined with a wide compre-
hension the power of grasping the practical possibilities of working for the welfare and improve-
ment of the natives.

The fifth Assembly had adopted the following resolution

"Relying completely on the wisdom and tact of this Commission to carry out the
delicate and difficult enquiry entrusted to it, the Assembly approves the programme and
the methods of work set forth in the Commission's report."

Accordingly, in view of the importance of the question, he thought that, either before
or after M. Gohr's statement, a sub-committee should be appointed to discuss and appraise
the Temporary Slavery Commission's report and to draw up conclusions for subsequent
discussion at a plenary meeting of the Committee.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) supported the proposal that M. Gohr should be heard in the full
Committee. After a general debate had taken place, a sub-committee might be appointed
to deal with the various points and also to draft the report to the Assembly. He took it that
the meetings of the sub-committee would be public, and he hoped that the sub-committee
would keep a permanent record of its discussions.

M. DJEMIL DINO (Albania) was of opinion that further discussion on the question of pro-
cedure should be deferred until after M. Gohr had been heard.

M. HYMANS (Belgium) thought all the members were agreed that M. Gohr should be
asked to give explanations and information on the report of the Temporary Slavery Commis-
sion. M. Gohr could not, however, arrive for two or three days, and the immediate question
was whether the Committee could not employ the intervening time by taking steps to secure
the examination of Viscount Cecil's important proposal, which should be studied very carefully.
For this reason he was in favour of appointing a sub-committee, which was, moreover, the
customary procedure. When the report of the sub-committee was before them they could
then go into a general discussion of the question.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) agreed that M. Hymans' suggestion was the best one
to adopt.

In reply to the remarks made by the Portuguese representative, he would like to say that
he agreed entirely that this was a matter requiring the greatest care and caution, but he
thought that the League had in fact shown such care and caution in dealing with it. The
proposition made by the British Government was not of a revolutionary or violent character,
but some further provisions than those contained in the Convention of St. Germain ought
to be taken; that Convention had only been ratified by five Powers and could not be regarded
as a settlement of the question.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) withdrew his objection to the appointment of a sub-committee.

The CHAIRMAN remarked that there was now only one proposal before the Committee,
the appointment of a sub-committee for the examination of the report of the Temporary
Slavery Commission and the proposal made by Viscount Cecil.

This proposal weas adopted.
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As regards the question of inviting M. Gohr to attend the meetings, the CHAIRMAN
remarked that a telegram was being despatched to him, and it was hoped he would be in
Geneva in time to attend the meeting on Friday afternoon.

5. Composition of the Sub-Committee on Slavery.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Sub-Committee should consist of representatives of
States most experienced in colonial affairs.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) did not think that the members should be confined only
to representatives of States experienced in colonial affairs; there ought to be a certain number
of members who would bring more general considerations to bear on the question.

It was agreed that the representatives of the following countries should be invited to form
the Sub-Committee: Belgium, British Empire, Japan, Abyssinia, France, Italy, Netherlands,
Portugal, Spain, Uruguay, Brazil, Norway, India and Australia.

THIRD MEETING

Held on Monday, September I4th, I925, at 3.30 p.m.

Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) in the Chair.

6. Minutes of the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN said that the President of the Assembly had asked all Chairmen of Com-
mittees to inform members that the Minutes of Committees would consist of a summary only
of the discussions and should not be expected to contain speeches in extenso.

7. Slavery : Report of the Temporary Slavery Commission. Statement by M. Gohr, Chairman
of the Temporary Slavery Commission.

The CHAIRMAN said that M. Gohr, the Chairman of the Temporary Slavery Commission
had kindly accepted the invitation of the Sixth Committee to attend its meetings. He would
ask M. Gohr to address the meeting.

M. GOHR recalled the circumstances in which the Temporary Slavery Commission was
set up.

The question of slavery was raised in September 1922 in the Assembly by Sir Arthur
Steel-Maitland, who referred to the recrudescence of slavery in Africa. The Assembly decided
that the Secretariat should enquire into the subject and report in 1923. In 1923 the Assembly
came to the conclusion that the documentation received was insufficient and requested the
Council to entrust the continuation of the work to a "competent body". The Council accord-
ingly appointed a Committee of Experts in June I924.

When the Committee met in Geneva in July I924, it felt that its terms of reference were
somewhat vague and it endeavoured to interpret them in the light of previous discussions
on this subject in the Council and at the Assembly. However, not being certain that its con-
clusions were correct, it submitted its views to the Council. The Council having referred the
matter to the fifth Assembly, the Assembly signified its approval of the programme and the
methods of work proposed by the Committee.

According to the methods adopted by the Committee, each member had examined the
documentation submitted by the Governments and also received from certain other sources.
The observations and suggestions of each member were forwarded to M. Delafosse, Rappor-
teur-General to the Committee. M. Delafosse drew up a draft report, which was examined by the
Temporary Slavery Commission in July last; the examination occupied twenty-four meetings,
of which twenty-one were plenary meetings. Therefore, if anybody considered the report
incomplete, the incompleteness was certainly not due to any lack of effort on the part of
members.

The task of the Committee was to consider slavery in all its forms and the question of
compulsory labour. M. Gohr did not propose to go into the details of the report; he would
only make a general statement on the questions discussed and lay stress on certain conclu-
sions embodied in this report.

As regards slavery, M. Gohr pointed out that it still existed in vast tracts in Africa, in
the greater part of the tropical regions and in Abyssinia. It persisted also in the Moslem States
in Asia, especially in Arabia.

There was a radical difference between slavery as it existed in colonies under European
administration and that practised in Abyssinia and in Moslem States.

In the former case, the slaves were natives of the country; they were slaves because they
had been vanquished in a war with the group or tribe which they were now serving, or in
virtue of some ancient custom. In this case the masters were of the same race and mentality
as the slaves.
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In the second case, the slaves were generally men who had been captured-- or whose
ancestors had been captured -- by bands of raiders, sometimes in remote districts, and brought
to the country where they were now serving amidst terrible tribulations and sufferings.
Sometimes the slave was a man who had come to Arabia with a pilgrim visiting the holy
places, and sold there at a moment's notice by his master. In these cases, therefore, the slave
was of a race different from that of his master.

There was, moreover, another fundamental difference between these two classes of slaves.
In the colonies of European Powers, slavery existed only as a de facto institution; that
is to say that, although it was still recognised by custom and tradition, it was not recognised
by positive law and had no legal status. The administration and the courts treated the slave
in every way as a free man. The law protected him not only from any attempt against his
personal or moral safety, but also against any attempt to restrict his liberty of movement.
Even this de facto slavery, however, was dying out, owing to the fact that tribal wars were
now less frequent, and also to certain moral and economic factors brought into operatiou
by colonisation. The Temporary Slavery Commission had therefore few suggestions to offer
as to how its disappearance might be accelerated.

In Moslem countries, on the other hand, and in Abyssinia, slavery was an institution
recognised by law. The slave was the chattel of his master; the latter might restrict his
right to go where he pleased, he might even inflict corporal punishment or sell him. All these
rights were recognised by law. The Government of the Ras Taffari, however, was making
praiseworthy efforts to improve the lot of the slaves and was in favour of their liberation. The
Maharajah of Nepal had also stated his intention of abolishing the legal status of slavery.

So long as that existed, the trade -that is to say, the capturing of men in order to reduce
them to slavery and to sell them - would also continue to exist, since it was impossible
absolutely to put a stop to the slave trade in these vast tracts where the power exercised by the
occupying countries was not yet sufficiently far-reaching and where there were many other
obstacles to contend with.

The greater part of Africa was now, virtually, free from the slave trade. The authority
exercised by the colonising powers made it too difficult. Slave raids occurred hardly anywhere
now except in the hinterland of the French or Italian possessions on the edge of the Sahara
and in the districts to the south-west of the Empire of Abyssinia. Such raids had now become
rare, thanks to the activities of the police forces stationed in the suspected regions by France
and Italy, thanks also to the efforts made by the Ras Taffari. Furthermore, England, France
and Italy were endeavouring to prevent transit through their territories bordering on the
Red Sea of slaves intended to be sold in Arabia. These Powers exercised a constant supervision
in the Red Sea and the neighbouring seas over vessels which might be carrying captured or
traded slaves.

The slave trade was, however, still possible, since the traders, when pursued by the forces
of one of the Powers, sometimes succeeded in escaping to unoccupied countries or into the
territorial waters of another Power.

What did the Temporary Slavery Commission suggest in order to put an absolute stop
to the slave trade ?

The Commission earnestly hoped that the Moslem States and Abyssinia would no longer
recognise slavery as a legal institution.

As regarded Abyssinia, the Committee recognised that the general customs and political
situation in the country rendered it very difficult to abolish slavery at one stroke. It suggested,
however, a certain number of measures which might be taken to accelerate the abolition of
this traffic - an object for which the Ras Taffari was making strenuous efforts. It proposed,
for instance, to encourage the principal chiefs in the provinces to set an example by liberating
their own slaves; to request that slaves should be registered, those not having been registered
by a certain date to be liberated; or even to abolish forthwith the legal status of slavery,
with the reservation that persons thus legally freed be obliged for a fixed period to continue
to serve their former masters as though they were bound by a contract of labour.

Further, the Committee suggested that the League of Nations should admit in the future
States not Members only when they gave proof of their desire to abolish slavery. If this
abolition could not take place at once, certain transitional measures were recommended.

Whilst waiting for the time when slavery would no longer be recognised and when slave-
traders would no longer have an interest in carrying on this trade, the Commission considered
it desirable that agreements should be concluded between Great Britain, Egypt, France,
Italy and the Empire of Abyssinia, with a view to co-ordinating their efforts. It would be
particularly desirable that each of these Powers should grant to any other of the Contracting
Parties the right of pursuing on its territory or in its territorial waters suspicious bodies
of men or vessels. The Commission, moreover, proposed that the transport of slaves by sea
should be treated as an act of piracy.

The Commission further proposed that the measures of supervision exercised by the
authorities of countries whose nationals went on pilgrimages to Mecca and other Moslem
holy places should be maintained and made even stricter, and that supervision should be
exercised over the composition of these pilgrims' caravans both when going and returning.

The Commission also recommended that the Moslem States which had been created in the
Arab Peninsula should be urged to recognise the rights granted by Turkey to foreign consu-
lates, particularly the right of asylum. The slaves provided with deeds of liberation issued
by the Consuls with whom they had taken refuge might be sent to a central depot established
somewhere on the western coast of the Red Sea and later sent back to their own countries.
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Finally, the Committee suggests the re-establishment of the Brussels International Bureau
on Slave Trade, set up by the Act of I891, to centralise and co-ordinate all information likely
to contribute to the abolition of this traffic.

The system of compulsory or forced labour had arisen out of the fact that certain colonial
Powers could not, among primitive peoples, find sufficient voluntary labour for their
requirements. The Governments therefore had considered the possibility of compelling these
peoples to work either periodically or for a fixed but somewhat prolonged period for the
benefit of colonial undertakings.

The Commission had ascertained that this system was recognised by the various legis-
lations only for purposes of public utility and that the laws of many countries formally prohi-
bited to impress labour for private undertakings.

The attention of the Commission had, however, been drawn to certain abuses in the system
of so-called peonage, said to be still obtaining in certain Latin-American States. Under this
system a debtor was compelled to work for his creditor in payment of his debt. It would
appear - for the Commission was not fully informed in regard to the working of this system -
that the debt was either constantly renewed - which might happen in the case of a lease -
or that it increased owing to the fact that the creditor took advantage of the weakness of his
debtor and arranged matters in such a way that the latter was compelled to work for him all
his life.

The Commission had recognised that forced labour might be necessary in the interests
of the populations themselves. It considered, however, that it should only be allowed for
essential public works or for works of public utility.

The Commission considered that in the case of essential public works and services com-
pulsory labour would only be justified when all efforts to obtain voluntary labour had
failed; further, that Governments should take all necessary measures to protect the life and
welfare of the workers and that, except in cases where this was absolutely impossible, they
should give the workers equitable remuneration.

By the term "works of public utility" the Commission meant work undertaken to increase
the food supplies or even the exports of a colony, but exclusively in the interests of the popu-
lations subject to such labour. Moreover, such works should only be undertaken on the land
of the peoples subject to forced labour and in the vicinity of their villages.

The Commission was definitely opposed to forced labour for private undertakings. Although
it recognised that it was the duty of officials to preach the necessity of labour to primitive
populations, it recommended that this duty should be carried out with the utmost caution,
since it was to be feared that, in view of the moral ascendancy exercised by the officials over
the minds of the natives, any efforts at persuasion might, in the eyes of the natives, appear
to be orders to which they were compelled to submit to the prejudice of their more immediate
and essential interests.

In regard to the abuse of peonage, the Commission had suggested the adoption of certain
measures described on page 9, paragraph 75 of the report.

The Commission had contemplated the conclusion of an international convention to
combat the evils to which it had drawn attention. It had suggested certain points with which
this convention might deal if the States were prepared to conclude it.

The Commission was fully aware that all these points could not form the subject of mutual
rights or obligations between the Contracting Parties. This observation applied, for instance,
to the abolition or prohibition of compulsory labour, more stringent legislation against the
slave trade or against persons guilty of slave raids, legislation against abuses of peonage,
perhaps also the abolition of the legal status of slavery.

In international law, as in private law, it was self-interest that dictated policy and no
Power would take any legal interest in seeing the abuses of peonage or compulsory or forced
labour abolished in a neighbouring country.

The Commission nevertheless thought that to embody in an international Convention
a condemnation of these practices would be giving solemn expression to the dictates of the
modern conscience on these points and would thus promote the suppression of such abuses
where they still existed; it would even be giving into the hands of the Governments a weapon
against internal influences tending to perpetuate or to re-establish such abuses.

Were these suggestions capable of realisation ?
The Commission was not competent to decide this point, the solution of which it must

leave to the Governments concerned. It had fully realised the difficulties involved in some of
these questions.

The CHAIRMAN, on behalf of the Committee, thanked M. Gohr for his very full
explanations.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said that, before making a statement on the details
of his proposal, he understood that M. Gohr was willing to answer any questions which might
be put to him.

M. GOHR said he was at the disposal of the Committee.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) asked whether individual members of the Commission had pre-
pared written memoranda, and whether it would be possible to communicate such memoranda
to the Committee.



- 13 -

He understood, from the first page of the report (A. 19. 1925. VI), that certain evidencearrived too late for the Commission to consider it. He wished to know whether, in the opinionof M. Gohr, the Commission had had sufficient evidence before it for its report to be anadequate summary of the situation, and whether he considered that the information whichhad not been considered was of sufficient value to warrant further attention on the part ofthe Commission. Finally, had any supplementary evidence been received since the meetingof the Commission ?

M. GOHR said that the question of whether the individual reports of members of theSlavery Commission should be printed had in fact been considered by the Commission.The view was generally taken that those reports had only been written for submission to theRapporteur and that it might be indiscreet to give them any further publicity. It was notthat they contained anything it was desired to conceal, but they might not interpret trulythe feeling of the Commission on certain points.
It was difficult to reply to the second question without prejudging the value of the infor-mation which had been received too late to be made use of. There seemed no reason to believethat the evidence considered was not adequate to enable the Commission to give a true pictureof the situation in its general aspects. The greater part of the documents emanated fromGovernments. Some, which came from private individuals, were checked as far as possible,and no account was taken of those which it was impossible to verify.
The list of documents on page 15 of the report explained the situation as to documentswhich arrived too late. Since the meeting of the Commission, a protest had been received fromthe "African Nationalist Party" against some of the statements of Professor Ross.
Dr. NANSEN (Norway) asked whether M. Gohr had seen the British Draft Protocol.
M. GOHR said he had merely glanced through it.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) supposed it would be too much to ask whether M. Gohr thoughtthat Protocol went far enough to- carry out the Commission's recommendations.

M. HYMANS (Belgium) said that, before M. Gohr gave an opinion on the Protocol, ViscountCecil should have an opportunity of presenting some explanations on it.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) called attention to paragraph 46 of the report of the TemporarySlavery Commission, where the view was expressed that "all information which can beobtained regarding the origin and destination of freed slaves and their transport by sea orland should be centralised in a Bureau to be designated by the Council". Would it not bedesirable to let this recommendation apply also to information dealing with slave raids, etc. ?
M. GOHR replied that the paragraph was not intended to have such a restricted effect asit might appear to have. The desire of the Committee was to re-establish the Office as institutedat Brussels by the Conference of I890-9 and that Office would centralise all the documentationconnected with slavery.

8. Slavery: Draft Resolution and Protocol proposed by the British Government (continuation) Statement by Viscount Cecil.

The CHAIRMAN said that it had been understood that Viscount Cecil would make a decla-ration concerning the Protocol proposed by the British Government before the Sub-Committee,but under the circumstances it seemed better that he should make his declaration beforethe Plenary Committee.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) did not think it was necessary for him to give any expla-nation of the general proposition that the slave trade ought to be dealt with internationally.It had in fact been recognised for very many years that, if the slave trade was to be effectivelysuppressed, it would have to be done by international arrangement. In the early years ofthe campaign against the slave trade, the efforts which were made by Great Britain and othersto have the matter dealt with on national lines were a failure. If the slave trade was to bedealt with by international convention, as everyone who had considered the subject mustagree, then they were driven to the position that, as long as slavery existed, which includedslavery in its crudest sense, it would be almost impossible to put a stop to the slave trade.As long as there was a demand for slaves, somebody would be found to supply that demand.History had taught the lesson that, when those who first began the campaign against the slavetrade had carried their operations to a certain point, they found that they were driven togo further and to carry on their campaign against slavery. M. Gohr had emphasised the samepoint of view. The general Act of the Conference of Berlin, I885, Article g, contained a decla-ration against slavery and the slave trade. In I890, that was followed by the very muchmore elaborate Brussels Act, which laid down a large number of detailed provisions dealingwith the suppression of slavery and the slave trade. A fresh instrument was required for thefollowing reason At present, slave trade and slavery, which were dealt with by the Acts ofBerlin and Brussels, now came under the Convention of St. Germain-en-Laye, which onlybinds five or six Powers. Those who framed the latter Convention substituted certain provi-sions which dealt with the great number of subjects included in those two internationaldocuments, but, as far as slavery was concerned, all that they were agreed upon was the firstparagraph of Article iI, which said
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"'The signatory Powers exercising sovereign rights or authority in African terri-
tories will continue to watch over the preservation of the native populations and to
supervise the improvement of the conditions of their moral and material well-being. They
will, in particular, endeavour to secure the complete suppression of slavery in all its
forms and of the slave trade by land and sea."

The St. Germain Convention was, perhaps, a somewhat optimistic document. It assumed
that the world had got rather further in the direction which everybody desired, as far as slavery
was concerned, than it had actually got at the present time. The general position was, in fact,
rather complicated and unsatisfactory. The Berlin and Brussels Acts were still to a certain
extent in force. It seemed to him that that was an international situation which it was the
duty of the League of Nations to consider.

The Sixth Committee now had before it the very valuable and elaborate report of the
Temporary Slavery Commission. That report showed conclusively that there were very many
evils in connection with slavery and the slave trade in existence at the present time which
required international agreement. It would really be deplorable if, after a report of the kind
had been presented to the League of Nations, no action or no effective action were taken.
There were, of course, in the report a good many recommendations referring to what particular
States, or particular classes of States, might do in the internal government of their countries
which it would not be desirable or possible to make the subject of an international agreement.
On the other hand, if such an agreement could be reached on certain general principles, they
would have set up a standard of value also to other nations, who were not yet members of the
League of Nations. The laying down of such principles might, as M. Gohr had said, also be
of assistance to some Governments in enabling them to press forward on the line which they
desired to take, but which, for various reasons, it was very difficult for them to take, owing
to the domestic situation of their country.

The British Government had felt that it would be desirable to propose a resolution to the
Assembly embodying a Protocol open for signature by all States. They had endeavoured to
draft them so moderately and with such considerations for the difficulties which the subject
undoubtedly included as not to make it difficult for any country to accept.

Viscount Cecil proceeded to go through the preamble and each paragraph of the British

proposal. The preamble recited the Brussels Conference and recalled the fact that the Parties
to the Brussels Act and to the others which he had mentioned desired to suppress the slave
trade. It went on to ask the Assembly to accept that view and "to complete and extend the
work accomplished under the Brussels Act and to find a means of giving practical effect
throughout the world the o such intentions as were expressed in regard to slave trade and
slavery by the signatories of the Convention of St. Germain-en-Laye". The preamble further
contained a very restricted reference to forced labour. Then it proposed to open the attached
Protocol for signature by all States and it expressed the hope that they would all sign it.
Finally, it asked the Council whether any further steps were necessary.

The first article of the Protocol itself merely defined "the slave trade " and "slavery";
to these definitions he did not think that any objection would be raised. The first paragraph

of the second article definitely obliged all the signatories to suppress all forms of slave trade.
The second paragraph of Article 2, which was very cautiously worded, said that the signatory
Powers should "provide for the eventual emancipation of all slaves in their respective terri-
tories, and also for as speedy an elimination of domestic and other slavery as social conditions

will allow". The British Government recognised that, with regard to domestic slavery, a
very difficult question arose, and therefore all that they could ask States agree to was the
desirability of getting rid of domestic slavery, and to do so as and when opportunity offered.

Article 3 dealing with forced labour did in fact not go as far as the report of the Slavery
Commission recommended. It did not require, as the report recommended, that it should
only be permitted in return for adequate remuneration - a principle recognised in the B
and C Mandates. Anyhow, it certainly did not go too far. It did not interfere with labour for
essential public services at all, but it did say that forced labour should not be allowed to dege-
nerate into slavery, a principle to which everybody would agree. He imagined that where
such cases occurred they were certainly very much disapproved of by the Governments of
the interested countries.

That showed the extreme care with which the document had been drafted. It would be
for each Government to decide what was an essential public service and what were the precau-
tions it ought to take to prevent the employment of forced labour degenerating into slavery.

He might well be asked why the British Government had not gone further and laid down
what, he thought, the Portuguese representative had constantly urged, namely, a charter for
labour. He quite admitted that that was a very desirable thing; but the British Government
felt that the matter was really one for the International Labour Office.

The object of Article 5 was to take up the suggestion made in the Report of the Com-
mission and to make slavery internationally piracy. This would certainly have a psycho-
logical value in solemnly decreeing by the greatest international authority now existing that
the slave trade was the most heinous of crimes.
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He understood that the provision had excited a certain amount of anxiety on the partof some of the representatives on the ground that they did not quite know what the effectof declaring something to be piracy really would be. Although he personally would preferthat the article should remain as it was, yet, if they felt that it really would cause them greatdifficulty, he would be content to substitute for it a mere reaffirmation of the provisions in theBrussels Act, which might be said to have been tested by practice, dealing with the suppressionof the slave trade at sea. The principal differences would be as follows: The Brussels Actonly applied to a definite maritime zone which was there described. The article was ofuniversal application. The change would restrict the extent of the article; but he did notthink that that was a very important matter, because the maritime zone referred to in theBrussels Act did in fact include all the seas in which the slave trade was at all common.
The Brussels Act only applied to ships of less than 500 tons burden. The article appliedto all ships. There again he did not think that the difference was very important, because,happily, it was only on very small ships that at the present time slave-trading in facttook place. Then, under the Brussels Act, when a warship seized a slave-trading vesselit was tried by the judges of the country whose flag it flew. Under the proposed article itwould be tried by the judges of the country of the capturing ship, which he thought was rightin principle. He did not, however, think that the matter was of first importance.

As to Article 6, he did not think that it would raise any difficulty.
Article 7 was now practically common form in Protocols and Conventions drawn up bythe League of Nations.
Article 8 was merely the ordinary ratification clause.
He thought that he had justified his claim that the draft Protocol was of the most extrememoderation. In fact, he was not sure whether M. Gohr would not be of opinion that it waseven too moderate in view of the case which he and his colleagues had made in theirreport. But it was better to proceed a little distance with security than to try to go agreat distance with insecurity. As far as any critics on the other side were concerned, whomight ask why the British Government had brought its proposal forward, he pointed to thefact that Great Britain had a great history in connection with the slave trade, which itwas naturally anxious should not be sullied by any failure to take whatever step might bepossible in the general pursuit of the object which had now been one of its chief objects forvery many years, namely, the suppression of the slave trade and slavery in all its forms,
The CHAIRMAN said that the discussion both on the report of the Temporary SlaveryCommission and on the Protocol submitted by the British delegation would be continued

in the First Sub-Committee.

FOURTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, September I6th, I925, at 3.30 p.m.

Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) in the Chair.

9. Protection of Minorities. Adoption of the Report to the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Assembly had referred to the Sixth Committee the followingdraft resolution presented by the Lithuanian delegation:
"The Lithuanian delegation proposes that the Sixth Assembly of the League shouldset up a special committee to prepare a draft general convention to include all the StatesMembers of the League of Nations and setting forth their common rights and dutiesin regard to minorities."

M. GALVANAUSKAS (Lithuania) pointed out that the Lithuanian delegation, in submittingits proposal, desired to bring about some improvement in the existing system for the protec-tion of minorities. He thought the existing system was one which was abnormal from variouspoints of view. The first point to which he wished to draw attention was the legal inequalitywhich existed regarding the international obligations of different Members of the League ofNations. This inequality gave rise to difficulties both of a political and moral character -first, because the countries were divided into two groups, one of which had certain obligationsto which the other was not subject, and, secondly, because public opinion, as the recentInter-Parliamentary Conference proved, desired the establishment of general rules on thissubject which should be binding without any distinction upon all States Members of the Leagueof Nations. The Lithuanian delegation had therefore felt it incumbent upon it to make



a proposal on this subject and to suggest that a committee should be formed to elaborate

the generalrle to be binding upon all countries.
One object to be gained in this way would be to secure a better definition of what consti-

tutes a minority. The present definition referring to racial, religious and linguistic minorities

was far too vague and ought to be better defined. Further, the question of minorities was

often mixed up with territorial questions. Again, it was necessary to draw a distinction between

different kinds of minorities. There might, for instance, be an original population which had

been living in a country for many centuries, alongside of which would be found a population

which had immigrated at different times. If the latter enjoyed there all the rights and duties

of citizens, it seemed only equitable that they should accept all the obligations of citizenship,
and it would not be just for them to claim to have the rights of minorities in the same way as

if they were part of the aboriginal population. M. Galvanauskas thought this was a point

which needed closer attention, and considered it desirable that a committee should examine

these questions thoroughly and review the whole situation in order to pave the way for a

general convention.
As regards petitions, he was of opinion that it was necessary to have a more exact pro-

cedure for dealing with these. It was desirable to establish a procedure which would afford

adequate guarantees that petitions received from minorities were properly examined. This

had always been done in the past under the procedure which the Council had adopted experi-

mentally, but, now that that experiment had borne good fruit, he felt sure, in the light of the

experience gained, that it would be possible to evolve some more definite and stereotyped pro-

cedure. It was not only a question of guaranteeing the rights of minorities, there was also

another aspect of it, it being desirable to put a stop to certain abuses by which it might happen

that a neighbouring State might wish to take advantage of the existence of a minority of its

own race in another State and use them as a form of explosive powder for causing disturbances.

Thus, there were two aspects of the question - the rights of minorities and the duties of

minorities.
For the reasons explained, the Lithuanian delegate contended that it was desirable to

have a general convention acceptable to all. As regards the part played by Lithuania in

regard to this question, he wished to point out that it was in no way an individual one. They

had accepted obligations in regard to minorities and were executing them punctually. At

the same time, there was a wider aspect of the question. If it remained unsolved, they

realised that it might lead to conflicts, and whilst the great Powers might engage in wars

without imperilling their existence, the smaller States might lose their very existence in a

war and were, therefore, more deeply interested in eradicating every cause of friction.

Dr. BENES (Czechoslovakia) wished to say nothing for the present as to the merits of the

proposal. Before doing so, he would first of all like to draw the attention of his colleagues to

certain preliminary questions which were related to it.
In the first place, States which had signed Minorities Treaties, with the execution of

which the Council had been entrusted, had assumed obligations to their co-signatories and to

the Members of the League. To say, therefore, that minorities ought to be heard was not a

very correct way of putting the matter.
In the treaties, minorities had never been regarded as juridical persons, and to assume

an obligation to consult them would entirely change the legal basis of the treaties and even

of the protection of these minorities by the Council. The result would be that the treaties

themselves would have to be revised and the signatory States might be compelled to assume

new burdens. This would appear to be a serious consideration, for all questions concerning

minorities had a delicate political aspect.
The proposal had also been put forward of submitting disputes to the Permanent Court

of International Justice. In this connection, he would state that the question was settled

in the Minorities Treaties and that any extension of the procedure in the direction suggested

would affect the basis of the treaties and the rights of the Council, since the decision adopted

would have to be of a general character.
A report by the Council on the procedure before it had been submitted to the Committee.

He had had an opportunity of realising the solicitude and fairness of the Members of the

Council. He thought that the Committee and M. Colban, the Director of the Minorities Section

of the Secretariat, would agree that the Council, in laying down this procedure, had gone beyond

the Minorities Treaties, for the precedents which had been established were not prescribed

in those treaties. Nevertheless, such was their practical value and so solid were the gua-

rantees which they afforded that the States signing the Minorities Treaties had readily

accepted them, and for that reason the Council had recently adopted M. de Mello-Franco's
proposal sanctioning the procedure adopted.

On behalf of the Czechoslovak delegation, the speaker therefore accepted the part of the

Secretary-General's report relating to minorities.

M. KozICKI (Poland) desired to make a statement on this question, on behalf of Poland,

to the effect that his country was entirely satisfied with that portion of the Secretary-General's

report which referred to the question of minorities. As regards the resolution proposed by

M. Galvanauskas, it could be regarded from two points of view - first, from the point of

view of the principles governing the League of Nations and, secondly, from the point of

view of the procedure suggested for the protection of minorities. As regards the first point,

the question of principle, it could be summed up as liberty. equality and fraternity. The

liberty of the peoples Members of the League of Nations was guaranteed by the treaties;

fraternity was ensured by the Protocol, and the question of equality remained to be settled.
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He considered that after the war considerable progress had been made in the pro-
tection of minorities. He thought that there was no reason why further progress should not
be made in the examination of this question and more efficient steps taken towaids the
realisation of the principle of equality. For that reason, he was entirely in favour of the
principle contained in the resolution proposed by the Lithuanian delegate, but he did not
wish to make a definite statement for the time being with regard to the realisation of that
principle.

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) said he thought that M. Galvanauskas' proposal raised the
question of courtesy as well as of procedure. He could readily understand that States which
had signed Minorities Treaties should think it unreasonable that others had not done so.
He was quite ready to present the excuses of his country. France had not signed any such
treaties because she had no minorities. To find minorities in France, they would have to be
created in imagination. At present, there was a controversy going on as to whether Breton
was a dialect or a language. This controversy did no harm to anyone, but, should the Assembly
adopt a proposal such as that under discussion, an ambitious provincial politician or a
briefless country barrister would be able to bring the question before the League of Nations.
The Council would certainly be more embarrassed by the matter than France herself, for
it would be difficult to take the petition seriously, and this might perhaps lead it to overlook
claims which were better founded.

If the British representative had not been present, he might also have conveyed the excuses
of the British Empire to the Committee. Take the case of some ill-humoured Welshman
posing before the League of Nations as the champion of Wales. Would the League of Nations
in such a case play its appointed part ? For its duty was not to stir up domestic strife
but to remove the causes of external disputes.

Under these circumstances, the speaker did not see how his country could sign a
Minorities Convention. He recognised, however, the importance of the question raised by
M. Galvanauskas.

When the latter demanded a satisfactory definition of minorities and when, to ensure
their protection, he asked that precise rules should be drawn up which would conform, as
Dr. Benes had stated, to the terms of the existing treaties, the speaker fully agreed with
him. He also agreed with him if he desired thhe d the establishment, in accordance with the spirit
of the League of Nations, of a procedure which would give full security both to the minorities
themselves and to the State which ruled over them.

In his opinion, the more practical course was not to collect a large number of signatures
but to lay down a general procedure which would be guaranteed by all States Members of the
League. If all the States signed a general convention, the ty would all share a special interest
in relaxing the obligations in regard to minorities. It was not a bad thing that there should
still be impartial States which considered the protection of minorities from the general
humanitarian standpoint.

The speaker accordingly proposed that the committee which M. Galvanauskas had
suggested should be appointed but that itsimmediate duty should be to prepare a definition
of minorities and draw up general rules, in accordance with the treaties, by which a general
procedure could be defined which would be of use both to the minorities themselves and
also to those countries which had minorities within their boundaries.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) recalled the fact that the Act of Berlin had laid down
certain general principles in virtue of which the signatory States agreed to guarantee some
measure of protection to minorities, and that the various States had observed these principles.
At the Conference held at Paris in I9I9, the new States and those which had gained a certain
increase of territory had been requested to sign the Minorities Treaties, in virtue of which
protection was assured to racial, linguistic and religious minorities.

He was not afraid of the obstreperous Welshman, because he did not exist, but the pro-
posal to extend the suggested procedure to the whole world and to make the League of Nations
responsible for supervising its application would impose a crushing burden on the League.

The Minorities Treaties were founded upon broad and general principles. The report
submitted to the Committee contained an important clause to the effect that a petition emanating
from a minority would not be considered by the Council if it was not introduced by one of the
Council Members. All those who had read the report which had been submitted to the Council
on this question would be aware of the praiseworthy efforts which had been made to enable
minorities to avail themselves of this proviso. A Committee of three members had been
appointed to examine all the petitions and take such action as these required. This procedure
had been recognised as very practical and had been finally approved by a decision of the
Council. To give every guarantee of fairness, it had been stipulated that the members of
this Committee should be chosen from among the States which were not directly concerned
in the question.

Count Apponyi had laid before the Assembly the three following suggestions for the im-
provement of the existing procedure

(I) That petitions from minorities emanating from responsible sources should be
submitted direct to the Council. This procedure was not a practical one and, moreover, it
was contrary to the provisions of the treaties.

(2) That the parties ought to have the right of being heard. This stipulation seemed
superfluous, as it was understood that, before submitting areport to the Council, the
Committee would have collected all the information it judged necessary in order to
pronounce upon the case with a full knowledge of the facts. Moreover, under the existing
treaties, the parties did not possess the right of being heard.



(3) That in cases in which a juridical question was raised, the matter should be laid
before the Permanent Court of International Justice. It seemed wiser to leave it to the
Council to decide in what cases the matter should be laid before the Hague Court.

In conclusion, Viscount Cecil said that, in a matter as delicate as that of minorities, prudence
required that innovations should be avoided and that the prerogatives of the Council should
be left intact. Personally, he did not wish to curtail the Council's powers or lessen its respon-
sibility towards the League of Nations and towards the public opinion of the world.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece) observed that the Lithuanian delegate had put two questions.
He had asked whether it would be possible to extend the existing Minorities Treaties to all
the States Members of the League of Nations, and he had also asked how the term "minorities"
should be defined.

M. Dendramis proposed to answer the first question later.
As regards the second, the answer was contained in Minorities Treaties, as they gave a

definition of the word "minority". A perusal of the treaties showed that the minorities
concerned were racial, linguistic and religious minorities. The authors of the treaties had
not intended to create groups of citizens who would collectively enjoy special rights and
privileges; they had intended to establish equality of treatment between all the nationals
of a State. If privileges were granted to the minority in any country, inequality would be
created between this minority and the majority; the latter would be oppressed by the minority
and it would then be the majorities question which would have to engage the attention of
the League of Nations.

As regards procedure, the Secretariat of the League and the Council had reached the conclu-
sion that the rights of minorities must be safeguarded, provided that their protection did not
become a source of political disturbance, and the Greek delegation gave its approval to this
part of the report.

M. COMNENE (Roumania) said that, during the speeches of his distinguished colleagues
Viscount Cecil and M. de Jouvenel, his neighbour, an expert, had placed before him an
ethnographical map covered with patches of many colours representing, as he explained,
human beings sometimes, not always but often, who used a language other than that of the
majority and who had not the same racial origin or religious creed as the majority. This
expert had added that scholars asserted that their "facial angle" was different, which proved
that they belonged to another race. M. Comnene had observed that these beings bore a
striking resemblance to what was known as minorities. "Yes", the expert had answered,
"but minorities only exist when there is a treaty".

The question before the Committee was not new. It had been raised for the first time
long before the Congress of Berlin. As a matter of fact, it had arisen in the past every time a
great Power took a keen interest in what was inatg on in a country of lesser importance. Each
time a big country bordering on Roumania wished to extend its territorial, economic or
political ambitions, it invoked certain legal principles which bore a striking resemblance to
those which came up in this question of minorities. That was why he said that the question
was not new.

At the Peace Conference in I9I9, the Roumanian delegates had not protested against
the Minorities Treaties themselves but against the fact that they implied the establishment
of two categories of countries - countries of the first class, which, in spite of having certain
small groups of minorities, were placed under no obligations; and countries of the second
class, which had been obliged to assume extremely onerous obligations.

The Roumanian delegation, and the Polish delegation through M. Paderewski, had asked
that the rights of minorities should be recognised in their respective countries, but at the
same time desired that the same should apply to all the countries of the world.

Their request had not been granted. He thought, however, that this idea which they had
put forward was beginning to gain ground and to obtain the support of public opinion; it
had been favourably received at the various international congresses.

M. Comnene said that, in any case, he questioned whether M. Galvanauskas' proposal was
really so rash or so reckless as had been suggested. The Committee was not asked to proclaim
the existence of minorities in a whole series of States. It was merely asked to appoint a
committee to examine the whole question and to prepare a draft general convention. The
States which did not contain any minorities would not be in any way inconvenienced by such
a proceeding. Therefore, on behalf of the Roumanian delegation, he desired to support
M. Galvanauskas' proposal and he asked that the proposed committee should be appointed.
He considered that, by the means proposed, a solution would be obtained which would be
satisfactory not only to public opinion but also to the sentiments of justice and equity which
lay at the root of the whole of the work of the League of Nations, and in conformity with
the democratic principles which demand that all States Members of the League of Nations,
whether great or small, should be equal.

M. CIPPICO (Italy) agreed with Viscount Cecil that no new body should be set up within
the League of Nations for the protection of minorities.

This question of minorities was no new one: it was part of European public law, which
enjoined States to accept certain principles, such as equality, justice, etc.

These principles had been clearly defined at the First Assembly of the League of Nations,
and they formed part of the basis of the constitution of States. It was therefore superfluous
to set up new machinery for this purpose within the League of Nations.
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M. HYMANS (Belgium) said that, as a member of the Council, he had followed from the
very outset all the discussions regarding the question of minorities. In to-day's discussion
two questions had been raised, one of principal and one of procedure.

As regards the question of principle, M. Hymans recalled the history of the minorities
regime. The Peace Conference, which had created new States, modified the frontiers of certain
States, and assigned to certain countries populations previously belonging to other States,
had desired to provide for the protection of the minorities ; the Treaty of Versailles, moreover,
contained certain stipulations with this end in view.

It had been asserted that a distinction had been made between certain States and that
some countries were placed by the treaties in a position of inferiority. This was not the case.

The treaties concluded to safeguard the protection of minorities were special treaties
which did not concern every country. M. Galvanauskas proposed a new regime which did not
figure in any treaty. He wished a universal regime to be set up for minorities. This proposal
was rather a dangerous one. Indeed, the institution of a system of this kind, instead of safe-
guarding peace, might easily become a permanent cause of internal conflicts and disputes
in the first place and subsequently might lead to international conflicts.

As regards the question of procedure, M. Hymans drew the attention of the members
of the Committee to M. de Mello-Franco's report. A perusal of this report showed that the
Council had been continually improving its procedure, and M. de Mello-Franco's recent proposals
were aimed at making this procedure more elastic and more effective. Indeed, the greatest
prudence was required in dealing with these minorities questions, as they were matters between
a minority group on the one hand and a sovereign State on the other.

Count Apponyi, in his speech before the Assembly, had suggested that the parties might
be summoned to appear before the Council and that a kind of trial might be organised. This
method did not commend itself, and it would be difficult in each discussion to bring into the
witness-box of the Council the Prime Minister of a State and the representative of the minority
group.

The Council could only solve these questions of minorities by the exercise of the most
consumate skill, tact and political insight.

Reference had also been made to the Court of International Justice. The Council had
often asked for its opinion in order to settle various legal points previous to the discus-
sion on the merits of a given case. Perhaps the procedure of the Council was not perfect,
however, and it was possible that improvements could still be made. If any interesting
suggestions were put forward, the Council would give them its serious attention.

In conclusion, M. Hymans expressed the hope that progress would be made in this matter
without setting up any new body within the League of Nations.

Dr. TCHEOU-WEI (China) reminded the Committee that, at the Third Assembly, he had
made an appeal, in the name of Chinese philosophy, to the conciliatory spirit of the Members
of the League. He regretted to observe that no agreement had been reached, notwithstanding
the annual assertions of the Council.

The Chinese delegation would not have asked to speak if the Lithuanian proposal had
not raised a question of principle. Dr. Tcheou-Wei considered, indeed, that this question of
minorities only concerned European States. But the proposal for a world convention raised
not only the question of nationalities but that of races, and consequently directly concerned
China.

The Lithuanian delegate apparently alluded to the question of religions. Hitherto,
seen from a Chinese standpoint, the whole of Europe had belonged to the Christian religion.
M. Galvanauskas therefore apparently extended his solicitude to Eastern religions and Dr.
Tcheou-Wei therefore welcomed his proposal in the name of racial equality.

Outside Europe, in other continents the question of minorities appeared, moreover, in an
altogether different light. In fact, it might be said that it was more a question of majorities
placed under the domination of minorities. The Chinese delegation therefore asked the
Lithuanian delegation to accept the following amendment. Complete the last clause as
follows:

'... setting forth their common rights and duties in regard to minorities and to
the majorities under the domination of the minorities."

If the Lithuanian delegation accepted this amendment, the Chinese delegation would
agree to the proposal, but if M. Galvanauskas insisted on his text, Dr. Tcheou-Wei would
be obliged to consider the Lithuanian proposal premature.

M. GALVANAUSKAS, in reply to M. de Jouvenel, asked why, if the question was one of
courtesy, France, who was renowned for her courtesy, did not accept the proposal ? M. de
Jouvenel had said that there were no minorities in France, and in actual fact there were
not, but, legally speaking, there might be minorities, for instance, in the matter of religion.
If M. de Jouvenel replied that France had given proof of a liberal spirit in this matter,
then, having set the example, she would have a further reason for signing a convention. M. de
Jouvenel had said that he was afraid of giving a pretext for unfounded complaints from a
Breton barrister or from a provincial politician in search of popularity. But, failing these,
did M. de Jouvenel think that there were no lawyers in other countries capable of bringing
these questions before the League ?

Besides, it was not merely a question of courtesy but of transferring to the field of inter-
national law a part of a question of domestic common law.



- 20 -

Viscount Cecil's only objection to the Lithuanian proposal was that it was too daring. The
objection was very natural; Lithuania was a young nation, England a nation with a long
history. But Viscount Cecil had not offered any argument on the substance of the proposition.
All the rest of Viscount Cecil's speech had been concerned with the procedure of the Council,
but M. Galvanauskas was not asking for any modification in that procedure.

One objection brought against the Lithuanian proposal was that it extended to all States.
But it was generally agreed that the machinery for settling these questions - namely, the
Council - was working excellently. If that was so, why not give it some work to do ? It
would not break down on that account.

The Italian representative had asserted that new machinery was being proposed for the
supervision of minorities. This was not so; the Council retained its right of supervision.
All that was asked for was a minimum of international conscience concerning the question
of minorities.

M. Hymans had explained why certain precautions had been taken with regard to new
or reconstructed States. It was a matter of prudence. But there were States which had entered
the League subsequently, and they had made declarations concerning minorities. All that was
proposed was to generalise this procedure.

If other States desired to enter the League, the question would arise whether those States
contained minorities. If they denied it, how would the question be settled ?

The Chinese delegate had asked whether the Lithuanian proposal was designed to protect
majorities. It was not. Moreover, the past record of the League of Nations proved that, if
need be, it would take up the defence of majorities against minorities. The aim of the Lithua-
nian proposal was more modest.

M. Galvanauskas, therefore, maintained his proposal.

Dr. BENES (Czechoslovakia) said that two conflicting points of view were before the
Committee: that of M. Galvanauskas and that of M. Hymans. He would ask the Committee's
permission to propose a compromise which might satisfy everybody.

Certain delegates had expressed the desire that the Minorities Treaties should be supple-
mented by further obligations. He would observe that this request was contrary to the
provisions of the treaties.

Further, M. Galvanauskas desired that the rights of minorities should be a matter of
common law applicable to all minorities throughout the world.

Dr. Benes thought it advisable to call the Committee's attention to the difficulties which
the Secretariat and the Council of the League had encountered in dealing with this question
of minorities. Negotiations had been undertaken and pursued, and, in order to remove any
anxiety, he wished, and he was sure that the Committee would agree with him, to acknowledge
the untiring work, the zeal and the efficiency of the Section which had conducted these nego-
tiations under the able guidance of M. Colban.

From the point of view of minorities, there were in the world three categories of States

Those which had minority treaties;
Those which had minorities but no treaties;
Those which had neither minorities nor treaties.

It had been observed that the States which had treaties sometimes found themselves
in a difficult position. It was important to realise that minority questions involved very impor-
tant political problems. The question was extremely complex. Countries which had signed
treaties wished to fulfil their obligations, but they found themselves sometimes faced with the
difficulties he had indicated.

In conclusion, M. Benes proposed that the Committee should adopt the following reso-
lution :

"The Committee approves that part of the report which relates to procedure for the
protection of minorities, and refers the debate on the Lithuanian proposal to the Council
of the League of Nations."

M. GALVANAUSKAS and M. COMNENE agreed to Dr. Benes' proposal.

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Galvanauskas if he would withdraw his proposal.

M. GALVANAUSKAS replied that he would leave the matter entirely to the discretion of the
Council.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said that, for his part, he could not give a vote which
would imply approval of M. Galvanauskas' proposal.

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) said that he could not vote for M. Benes' proposal unless
M. Galvanauskas withdrew his.

M. GALVANAUSKAS (Lithuania) replied that Dr. Benes' proposal replaced his, but that he
saw no need to withdraw it since the Council was free to deal with his proposal as it thought fit.

M. HYMANS (Belgium) pointed out that maintenance of M. Galvanauskas' proposal
might give rise to a misapprehension, since it would appear that the Committee was
referring his proposal to the Council.

M. GALVANAUSKAS withdrew his proposal.
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The CHAIRMAN read the following proposal submitted by Dr. Benes:

"The Committee approves that part of the general report to the Assembly which
relates to procedure for the protection of minorities, and refers the debate on the Lithua-
nian proposal to the Council of the League of Nations."

M. HYMANS (Belgium) observed that, M. Galvanauskas' proposal having been withdrawn,
the text needed modification.

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) proposed the following text

"The Committee approves the report on procedure and communicates to the Council
the exchange of views which has taken place in order that it may make any further
improvements in this procedure that it considers possible."

M. GALVANAUSKAS (Lithuania) said that the question had been discussed exhaustively
and not merely from the point of view of procedure. He was content, however, to leave the

matter to the discretion of the Council.

M. COMNENE (Roumania) said that the Committee had to consider a proposal by
M. Galvanauskas amended by M. Benes, and not a question of a change of procedure. Any dis-
cussion on procedure at the moment would be premature and dangerous, and the only item
on the agenda of the Sixth Committee was the question raised by the Lithuanian delegation.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) proposed to the Committee the adoption of the following
draft resolution

"The Committee approves that part of the Council's report which relates to minorities,
and, the Lithuanian representative having withdrawn his proposal, the Committee commu-
nicates to the Council the debate which has taken place in this connection."

Dr. BENES, M. DE JOUVENEL, M. GALVANAUSKAS and M. COMNENE said that they accepted

Viscount Cecil's proposal.

The CHAIRMAN put Viscount Cecil's proposal to the vote.

The proposal was adopted.

On the proposal of Dr. NANSEN (Norway), which was unanimously adopted, the Committee
appointed M. VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENBURG (Netherlands) Rapporteur.

FIFTH MEETING

Held on Monday, September 2ISt, I925, at 3.30 p.m.

Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) in the Chair.

io. The Minutes of the previous meeting were adopted.

ii. Protection of Minorities.

Count VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENBURG (Netherlands) read his report (Annex II).

M. GALVANAUSKAS (Lithuania), after thanking Count van Lynden van Sandenburg for
his able report, explained why he had decided to withdraw his proposal. In his opinion the
question was not yet ripe in the minds of the representatives of various countries. His
proposal had given rise chiefly to apprehensions, and the objections which had been raised
were all of a sentimental nature.

Without going fully into the question of the inequality between the States Members
of the League, he emphasised the point that minorities were subject to unequal treatment.
Some were protected by the international conventions, others were not, and this fact was

the first cause of inequality. In the same way, the procedure for admission to the League
of Nations was not the same for all countries. Up to the present, in order to become a Member
of the League, a State had to undertake obligations with regard to the minorities in 'its
territory. What would be the procedure in future ? If a country wished to become a
Member of the League, would it be sufficient for it merely to state that it had no minorities ?
On the contrary, it would seem logical, in view of the precedents created, to subject the
future Member of the League to the same obligations.

Another question of no less importance was the definition of minorities. Could immigrants
form a minority or not ? He did not think so, because they entered the country of their own
free will, and, by assuming the nationality of the country, undertook to conform to its internal
legislation. Distinction should, therefore, be drawn between immigrants and original inhabitants
who, having been transferred by treaty from one nationality to another, might constitute
what was known as a minority.
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Count Apponyi's proposal to make minorities legal entities from the international point
of view would appear to be inadmissible, at any rate at the present time, because inter-
national law at present only recognised States as legal entities. Count Apponyi's proposal would
disorganise the whole of international life.

In conclusion, the speaker defined the fundamental reason for his proposal, namely,
that as the question of minorities had often formed the pretext for war, means must be found
to settle this question in order to increase international security, which was of still greater
importance for the small Statesthan for the large ones.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the discussion on the fundamental principle of the ques-
tion had been closed at the previous meeting.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire), in view of the Chairman's remarks, renounced his inten-
tion of replying to M. Galvanauskas, with whom he could not agree either in regard to his
manner of presenting his opponent's arguments or of re-stating his own.

M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia) proposed that the last lines of the fourth paragraph of
the report should be worded as follows

"Some suggestions were made that this procedure might be improved, but it was
pointed out that, whatever was done, the provisions of the Minority Treaties must be
respected."

Count VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENBURG (Rapporteur) accepted M. Veverka's wording.-

The report with this amendment was adopted.

12. Mandates. Draft ResoBution adopted by the Committee.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) said that the responsibility of the League of Nations for the terri-
tories administered under mandates on its behalf was one of its most important and significant
tasks. Although the fulfilment of this responsibility appertained to the Mandates Commission
and the Council, their supervision was carried out on behalf of the whole League, and it was
only natural that the Assembly should consider also this year the development of this part of
the League's work.

While the C Mandates were approved at the end of 1920 and the B Mandates came into
force in 1922, it was only during the last year or two that the territories under A Mandates
had come under the formal responsibility of the League. This gradual extension of its duties
had made it necessary for the Mandates Commission to make a regular practice of holding
two sessions a year of at least two weeks each. Previous Assemblies had recorded their appre-
ciation of the high standard set by this Commission and the devotion of its members. The
Sixth Committee would note with satisfaction that Professor Rappard had been appointed
by the Council as an Extraordinary Member.

The problems confronting the mandatory Powers, the Mandates Commission, and the
Council in connection with Near East mandates were naturally of a more complicated character
than those connected with the administration of islands in the Pacific or of territories in Africa.
The question as to the degree and methods of self-government to be accorded presented great
difficulties.

Dr. Nansen referred to recent despatches concerning the situation in certain parts of
Syria, but said that he did not propose to go into any questions of detail, as the Mandates
Commission would presumably give that situation due consideration.

In Palestine, the situation was made more complex by reason of the provisions for the
establishment of a Jewish National Home. The Mandates Commission, which last year had the
privilege of examining the report on Palestine with the assistance of the highest official of
the mandatory Power, Sir Herbert Samuel, appreciated the wisdom and impartiality which
he had displayed. At the same time, they had noted the acute controversy which had arisen
as a result of the policy adopted by the mandatory Power with regard to Jewish emigration.
From the statements of the British Foreign Minister at the Council meeting in Rome, as well
as from the efforts of the Zionist Organisation, Dr. Nansen had no doubt that the greatest
possible care would be exercised in this matter.

The Committee would note with satisfaction that Sir Herbert Samuel was not the only
responsible official from the mandated areas who had had personal contact with the Mandates
Commission. The continuation of the practice, as well as the recommendation made by the
Commission and the Council, that mandates documents should be communicated as widely as
possible to officials in mandated territories, would, no doubt, prove valuable for the future
development of the mandates system.

The reports before the Committee showed that the mandatory Powers were not only
acting in the letter but also in sympathy with the spirit of the mandates and Article 22 of the
Covenant. The minutes of the meetings of the Mandates Commission were very valuable
reading and threw much light on the situation. This was proved, for instance, by the discussions
at the sixth session between the Commission and the representative of the Union of South
Africa concerning the local government of the territory and native education. They not
only brought out much information of great value concerning the action of South Africa as a
mandatory Power but also gave interesting evidence of the Commission placing the welfare
of the natives above all other considerations, thus acting entirely in accord with the principles
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of the Covenant. On the same occasion, the Commission was informed of certain developments
in connection with the rebellion of the Rehoboth Community. In view of the interest taken
by the third and fourth Assemblies in the Bondelzwarts revolt, it was very satisfactory to
note that the Rehoboth affair was dealt with without the loss of a single drop of blood. He
had full confidence that the mandatory Power would see to it that the rights of the Community
were fully respected.

Referring to another question dealt with in the report of the Mandates Commission, he

thought that the Assembly would, with the Commission, be concerned at the high death
rate among natives employed on the construction of the Central Railway in the French
Cameroons and in the mines of South-West Africa. The latest returns had happily shown a

better situation and he trusted that subsequent reports would show continued improvement.

The Assembly had just received a communication informing them that the Australian

Government had decided to exempt the mandated territory of New Guinea from the operation

of the Coastal Trade provisions of the Australian Navigation Act. The Mandates Commission
had recently called attention to a criticism which had been made to the effect that the

application of this Act to the mandated territory would appear to hamper its economic
development. This prompt action on the part of the mandatory Power was a noteworthy
illustration of the co-operation between the organs of the League and the mandatory Powers
so essential to the success of the mandates system.

Dr. Nansen further referred to the resolution just adopted by the Council as regards the

question of loans, advances and investments of public and private capital in mandated
territories, which he trusted would remove any doubts which might still subsist with regard

to the stability of financial obligations contracted in or for mandated territories.

No great progress seemed to have been made as regards the important question of the

definition of the technical terms employed in the Covenant and the mandates and the St.

Germain Convention with regard to the liquor traffic. He hoped that the mandatory Powers

which had not yet replied to the request of the Council for observations on the questions

raised by the Commission would soon do so and that the Commission might next year be able

to report progress in the matter which would help to avert the great evils resulting from the

liquor traffic. Dr. Nansen noted that the Secretariat had been reprinting certain of the annual

reports of the mandatory Powers and that the work of making these reports rapidly available

would be continued, thanks to a new appropriation approved by the Fourth Committee.
Analytical tables of the documents of the Mandates Commission were under preparation and

would be most valuable both for the Assembly and for the public.

The Council had, on September I5th, adopted a resolution recommending that "all

States which have concluded special treaties or conventions with the mandatory Powers should
agree to extend the benefits of such treaties or conventions to mandated territories if circum-

stances render such extension possible and expedient, and if the provisions of these international

agreements are consistent with the stipulations of the Covenant ant d the mandate". As

all the Members of the League did now enjoy equality of opportunity in the economic field,

in the territories under A and B Mandates, it would seem that they should be willing to treat

those territories in at least as favourable a manner as they treated the contiguous possessions
of mandatory Powers. In the case of the C Mandates, the extension of such conventions might

depend on a reciprocal arrangement. The Assembly might perhaps definitely support the

recommendation which the Council had made with regard to this mattter.

Mr. J. SMIT (South Africa) thanked Dr. Nansen for his sympathetic references to the admi-

nistration of South-West Africa. His Government would always give most serious considera-

tion to any points that might be raised by either the Permanent Mandates Commission or by

the Sixth Committee.

He wished, however, to make it clear that the mandated territory under the administration

of South Africa was on a quite different footing from other mandated territories. The Union

Government had to deal in South-West Africa with three classes of people - alarge and influential

class of European settlers, a considerable coloured population, and, thirdly, the native popu-

lation itself. In administering the country, attention could therefore not be paid exclusively

to the interests of the natives, but the welfare of the other elements of the population had also

to be taken into account. The Union Government had always sincerely desired to develop

and civilise the native and coloured peoples along lines proper for them.

During the last session of the Union Parliament, an Act had been passed giving South-

West Africa a certain amount of self-government.

With regard to the Rehoboth incident, he rather demurred at Dr. Nansen's use of the

word "rebellion". The fact was that the tribe had inter-tribal quarrels. The Union Govern-
ment made every effort to settle the matter in an amicable way, but they had unfortunately
to deal with people who were not used to constitutional law or to civilised ways and methods,
and at last the Union Government had to take such steps as they deemed necessary to bring
the people to reason again. When the Government showed its hand, the Rehoboths at once
were quite prepared to come to terms. The Union Government had lately sent one of its most
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eminent judges to make an enquiry into the situation and to submit a report, which would,
he thought, in due course be communicated to the Assembly.

M. DORET (Haiti) thought tht at, although the intentions of the Governments might be
very laudable, their officials did not always follow the instructions which they received. He
would like to ask: (i) whether the populations of the mandated territories were really informed
that they had a right of petition ; and (2) how it was sure that such petitions would actually
reach the League of Nations.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) said that the natives must submit their petitions to the mandatory
Powers, which again had to forward them to the League. He did not know of any case where
there had been such difficulties that the petitions had not reached their destination. The number
of petitions already dealt with by the Mandates Commission would seem to indicate that the
inhabitants of the territories were in fact aware of their rights.

Dr. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia) proposed the following draft resolution for submission to
the Assembly

"The Assembly,
"Having noted the reports of the Permanent Mandates Commission on its fifth

and sixth sessions, and the documents relevan thereto:
"(a) Desires to express its keen interest in and satisfaction with the work of the

mandatory Powers, the Permanent Mandates Commission and the Council of the League,
in fulfilling the duties devolving on them, under Article 22 of the Covenant, in connection
with the application of the Mandates system ;

"(b) Expresses in particular the hope that all the embers of the pLeague of Nations
will give effect without delay to the recommendation made by the Council in paragraph II
(i) of its resolution of September I5th, I925, concerning the extension of special interna-
tional conventions to mandated territories."
He further suggested that this resolution should be sent direct to the Assembly without

it being necessary to appoint a Rapporteur for the question.
The Committee agreed to this procedure and adopted the dralt resolution.

I3. Collaboration of the Press in the Organisation of Peace: Proposal by the Chilian
Delegation to convene a Committee of Experts. Appointment of a Sub-Committee.

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) pointed out that M. Yanez, Chilian delegate, had submitted
an interesting proposal with regard to the Press.

He proposed that the Committee should request M. Hymans and M. Yafez to agree on
a report on this question, to be submitted to the Committee at an early date.

M. CIPPICO (Italy) and Viscount CECIL (British Empire) approved M. de Jouvenel's
proposal.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) proposed that the Preparatory Committee thus constituted should
include M. DE JOUVENEL.

This proposal was adopted.

Consequently, the Preparatory Committee, on the Chilian delegate's proposal, was com-
posed of M. HYMANS (Belgium), M. YANEZ (Chile), and M. DE JOUVENEL (France).

SIXTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, September 23rd, I925, at 3.30 p.m.

Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) in the Chair.

I4. Representation of the Chilian Delegationr: Statement by the Chlairman.

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Chilian delegate would be replaced by
the deputy delegate, M. J. EDWARDS-BELLO.

IS. Collaboration of the Press in the sOrganisation of Peace : Proposal by the Chilian Delegation
to convene a CormmIttee of Experts. Resolution.

The CHAIRMAN called on the Chilian delegate to speak in support of his draft resolution.

M. EDWARDS-BELLO (Chile) said that Chile, distant more than thirty days' journey from
Europe, followed the work of the League of Nations with close attention, believed in the League
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and thought that any injury to it would be a catastrophe to the world. The Chilians were a
courageous people, and public opinion in his country was a real moral force. Europeans greatly
misunderstood Chile and the national characteristics of her people, believing the country to
be picturesque and the people lazy. On the contrary, as their history showed, the Chilians were
a very energetic people.

He feared that the European Press regarded his country as the home of earthquakes and
other similar natural disturbances, and it was for that reason that he moved the resolution of
which notice had been given. Underlying the resolution was a desire to tighten the links
between peoples in different parts of the world and to suggest an effective and inexpensive
method of achieving that result. The Press was a marvellous engine, capable of forming a
real world conscience, and it ought to devote itself to the cause of peace and the encourage-
ment of the abhorrence of war. Two great Chilian journals, La Narci6oand the Mercurio,
were prepared to devote themselves at once to this enterprise.

His delegation proposed that a meeting of the journalists in Geneva should be called and
the enterprises represented by them should share the expense and facilitate the task of the
League. He had at command three large newspapers prepared to give their best co-operation
to the furtherance of this idea. They were fortunate in having with them M. Edwards, a
former President of the Assembly of the League, and President of the International Association
of Journalists. He begged therefore to move that:

"The Assembly,
"Being profoundly convinced of the necessity of creating a new sense of international

concord in the world;
"Considering that the Press constitutes the surest and the most effective means of

guiding public opinion towards that moral disarmament which is a concomitant condi-
tion of material disarmament

"Invites the Council to consider the desirability of convening a committee of experts
representing the Press in the different continents, with a view to determining by what
means the Press may contribute towards the work of disarmament and the organisation
of peace:

"(a) By ensuring more rapid and less costly transmission of Press news, with a
view to reducing risks of international misunderstanding;

"(b) And by discussing all technical problems the settlement of which
would, in their opinion, be conducive to the tranquillisation of public opinion in the
various countries."

Chile, which was more mindful of its remote situation than any other country, thought
that the Press might render the greatest assistance to the League of Nations. The Press was
the most practical and inexpensive method of establishing normal relations between the
peoples. It represented an enormous force which ought to be placed at the service of mankind;
it should be one of the surest elements of international brotherhood.

In submitting its draft resolution, the Chilian delegation thought, moreover, that they
were bringing out an idea which existed in a latent state in this Assembly. Chile would itself
co-operate in the proposed work by means of its great newspapers, and by the influence of
its representatives, such as M. Yafiez or M. Edwards, whom everyone would remember as the
President of the third Assembly.

M. PALACIOS (Spain) supported the Chilian delegate's proposal and thanked him for
his reference to the common history of Chile and Spain.

The CHAIRMAN called on M. Hymans, Rapporteur of the Sub-Committee appointed to
examine the draft resolution.

M. HYMANS (Belgium), Rapporteur, thanked the Chiliandelegationforsubmitting such
an interesting proposal. Although Chile felt herself remote from Europe, Europe did not
forget the active co-operation afforded by Chile in the work of human solidarity undertaken
by the League of Nations. It was well known that Chile was a centre of civilisation and peace
in the great South-American Continent.

With regard to M. Edwards, his ability and eloquence were remembered by all in the
League of Nations.

As far as the draft resolution itself was concerned, everyone knew the value of the Press
in creating throughout the world a public opinion which the League of Nations required for
carrying out its work. Much resistance would be broken down if the people knew exactly
what were the aims of the League of Nations.

But it was necessary to avoid giving the impression that the League of Nations wished
to organise its own propaganda and to influence the Press by guiding it in any definite direc-
tion. The Press was a great power, jealous of its independence. It must be respected and its
susceptibilities must not be roused. The efforts of the League of Nations should be directed
towards stimulating and assisting, but not directing, the Press.

It was in this spirit that the Rapporteur, with the assistance of M. de Jouvenel and M.
Yafiez, had drawn up a report for the Assembly, which he proceeded to read to the Sixth
Committee (Annex III).

Count APPONYI (Hungary) recalled that, at the meeting of the Interparliamentary Confe-
rence which took place in Paris in Igoo, he had sponsored a similar proposal, which had been
submitted to that meeting. That attempt had entirely failed because it had been too
ambitious. It had aimed at imposing a certain guidance on all organs of the Press; this
was contradictory to the very nature of the Press, the organs of which were jealous of their
freedom.
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In appealing to the Press to collaborate in the work of universal conciliation, care must
be taken not to repeat this mistake; no attempt should be made to dominate the Press or
to make it dependent on any organ of the League of Nations, but it should have access to the
sources of information at the disposal of the League. If the Chilian proposal were applied
in this sense, it might bear fruit.

He fully appreciated the part played in the League of Nations by Latin America, which
had to fill the gap left by the absence of the United States as long as the latter remained
outside the League. It represented an independent power standing aloof from the quarrels
and conflicting interests of the European countries; it was therefore predestined to form
an organ of mediation which would facilitate agreement between the latter.

For all these reasons, the Hungarian delegate supported the Chilian proposal and entirely
approved M. Hymans' draft report.

M. FERNANDEZ Y MEDINA (Uruguay) supported the Chilian proposal, which represented
yet another means of ensuring peace.

He noted a slight difference between the text of -the proposal and that given in the report.
The Chilian proposal invited "the Council to consider the desirability of convening a

committee of experts representing the Press in the different continents, with a view to deter-
mining by what means the Press may contribute towards disarmament and the organisation of
peace", whereas the word "disarmament" did not figure in the text read by M. Hymans.

As certain countries believed that an organised peace could only be achieved by an increase
of armaments and military preparations, it was important to state specifically that, in the
view of the League of Nations, an organised peace could only be based upon the moral and
material disarmament of all nations.

M. HYMANS (Belgium) recalled the fact that the Chilian proposal contained a phrase which
he had been careful to retain because it characterised the spirit of the proposal, namely, the
first paragraph, which stated "that the Press constitutes the surest and the most effective
means of guiding public opinion towards that moral disarmament which is the concomitant
condition of material disarmament". The words "the work of disarmament" had been omitted
from the following paragraph because disarmament was one of the essentials of the organisation
of peace. The words "the organisation of peace" had a wider acceptation, and implied not
only disarmament but other factors of peace to which no reference was made.

A large section of public opinion held that disarmament could only accompany or follow
security. He thought that, to win unanimous approval and avoid reopening a discussion
already exhausted, it would be sufficient to retain the words "organisation of peace", which
embodied all the ideas involved in the aim of the League of Nations. To speak only of
disarmament might cause irritation or misunderstanding in certain circles ; and that
would be entirely alien to the idea of the Chilian delegation, which sought the unanimous
approval of the States and of public opinion for its proposal.

M. FERNANDEZ Y MEDINA (Uruguay) declared himself entirely satisfied with M. Hymans'
explanations. He wished, however, to point out that the words "organisation of peace" had
not been synonymous with disarmament even in the time of the Romans, who had a saying:
"Si vis pacern, para bellum".

M. HYMANS (Belgium) said they were making the spirit of the League of Nations supplant
the Roman spirit.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) thought the Assembly owed a great
debt of gratitude to the Chilian delegation for having brought this question to its notice. He
was heartily in favour of the course with respect to it which was recommended by the Rappor-
teur. He understood that the attention of the Council was going to be called to the matter,
with the suggestion that the Council might, if they thought it right, call together a committee
of experts to make suggestions on the subject. He accepted very fully the phrase of Count
Apponyi, that the conception was that the resources of the League should be placed at the
service of the Press if the League could be of any use in promoting its main function, which
was the dissemination of news and the promotion of free intercourse between the peoples.
That seemed an excellent idea and well worth considering. It would be possible to try, at any
rate, to see whether there was anything that could be done in that direction, and he hoped that
the efforts made to this end would prove useful and fertile. The only observation he would
venture to make on the speech of Count Apponyi was that Count Apponyi had talked of the
creation of a new organ of the League. Personally, he did not understand that anything of
that kind was in contemplation. The only thing in contemplation was the summoning of a
meeting of experts to see whether there was any way in which the League could assist the Press,
particularly in what, of course, must be the desire of all rational people, whether they
belonged to the Press or anything else, namely, to preserve the peace of the world, and in that
respect he was glad that the Rapporteur had preserved the exceedingly general phrase that
had been put into the resolution about the "organisation of peace", and had not plunged the
Committee into any controversies as to what was the best method of organising peace or,
rather, by which end that great problem should first be approached.

The British Government heartily supported the resolution, understanding it in the sense
he had indicated.

M. COMNENE (Roumania) observed that any idea of peaceful co-operation would obviously
meet with special sympathy from the League of Nations. The proposal which had been made
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appealed to the Roumanian delegation the more strongly that they had to some extent anti-
cipated it. Only recently journalists from Czechoslovakia, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes and Roumania had met at Sinaia, in Roumania, to form a professional association.
By the Committee's leave he would quote a few paragraphs from their rules.

The journalists had two special aims in view: (I) to contribute by united action and by
all technical intellectual means to the ultimate success of the efforts made by their Governments
to foster peace and progress; (2) to establish the closest possible co-operation between the
various branches of public activity in the three countries.

These aims were highly ambitious, but it was to be hoped that they would be achieved.
The authors of the rules hoped to do this chiefly by the establishment and improvement of
postal, telegraphic and telephonic (wireless and otherwise) and aerial communications;
collective and individual tours of investigation made under the most favourable circumstances
with a view to obtaining a thorough knowledge of the three countries; and by the full and
speedy exchange of information on all subjects through special correspondents and agencies.

From this point of view, there was entire agreement between these methods and those
indicated in the draft resolution submitted to the Committee.

He desired to mention that, should the Council think it necessary to establish a special
organisation to collaborate in the work of disarmament, he could let them have the files which
he had actually got before him, and these would perhaps prove useful to them in preparing
their work.

These files were all the more pacific in character since the minorities in the different
countries had collaborated in compiling them, and had thought it right, in concluding their
labours, to make the declaration which he wished to read to the Committee.

The Conference took note of the memorandum presented by the Vice-President of the
Press Association of Transylvania, M. Kadar, and of his declarations entirely disapproving of
a policy of revenge, "and asks the Office . . . etc".

These facts were evidence of the sympathy with which the Press could collaborate in
bringing about the ideal of peace pursued by the League of Nations.

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) said that, as a member of the Sub-Committee, he desired
respectfully to express his agreement with the report which M. Hymans had presented so clearly
and so authoritatively.

Since congratulations had been offered by the precursors, he might be allowed to express
the congratulations of the heirs, that is to say, of those who were to benefit by the resolution
which was to be voted, and to offer the thanks of the journalists to the Chilian delegation, as
well as to the Sixth Committee.

M. EDWARDS-BELLO (Chile) in the name of the Chilian delegation, thanked all the dele-
gates who had taken part in the debate and who had been good enough to speak in favour
of the adoption of the Chilian proposals. He felt sure that M. Hymans' report would be warmly
welcomed by the Chilian people and that it would contribute to the diffusion of the idea of
peace among the masses of the population.

M. CIPPICO (Italy) associated himself entirely with the proposals of the Chilian delegation;
he was certain that, if they achieved the ends in view, a great step would have been taken
towards the tranquillisation of the whole world.

M. KAWAI (Japan) expressed the sympathy of the Japanese people for Chile, and declared
himself a warm adherent of the resolution submitted by the Chilian delegation.

Dr. TCHEOU-WEI (China) supported the Chilian resolution and hoped that the work to be
undertaken would do much to bring home to a country of four hundred million inhabitants the
work of the League of Nations, and its efforts for the organisation of peace.

The CHAIRMAN put the draft resolution presented by the Chilian delegation to the vote.

The draft resoluttion zas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee should appoint M. Hymans to be its
Rapporteur to the Assembly.

A greed.
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SEVENTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, September 24th, I925, at 5 p.m.

Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) in the Chair.

16. Slavery: Examination of the Report of the Sub-Committee and of the Draft Convention.

Count VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENBURG (Netherlands), Vice-Chairman of the Sub-Committee
on Slavery, recalled that the Sub-Committee had been appointed to examine the report of
the Temporary Slavery Commission and particularly the draft resolution and protocol sub-
mitted to the Committee by Viscount Cecil. After a general discussion the Sub-Committee
had appointed a Drafting Committee to examine the different views which had been expressed
and the amendments proposed. The Drafting Committee, after a series of meetings, had
submitted a revised draft Protocol (Annex IV) and a report (Annex V), which were now before
the Committee. The Sub-Committee had only taken cognisance of these documents in a
very general way, but some slight variations were agreed upon in Article 6, as given in the
documents mentioned.

He added that the Sub-Committee had appointed Viscount CECIL Rapporteur.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) (Rapporteur) proceeded to read section by section
the report (Annex V), together with the relevant articles of the Convention (Annex IV).

The Preamble and Article I were agreed to without discussion.

Article 2.

Lord WILLINGDON (India) said that in the English draft the words "sovereignty, juris-
diction, protectorate or tutelage" were used. The same wording occurred in Article 6. He
thought that "protection" was the word to be used in both cases.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said that this was so; the use of the word "protectorate"
was a drafting error.

M. LOUWERS (Belgium) thought that, in Section (b) of Article 2, it would be a simplifi-
cation if it read "to bring about progressively the disappearance of slavery in every form".

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said that he would be sorry to see this alteration; he
thought the terms "domestic slavery and similar conditions" were usually understood as
distinct from slavery, though they might possibly be considered as a form of slavery. M. Gohr.
Chairman of the Temporary Slavery Commission, had also thought that it was desirable to
have some reference to domestic slavery in this article.

M. LOUWERS (Belgium) withdrew his suggestion.
The article as drafted was agreed to.
Articles 3, 4 and 5 were agreed to without discussion.

Article 6.

M. Leopoldo PALACIOS (Spain) said that Viscount Cecil's report conveyed the impression
that the Mandates Commission had not succeeded in coming to an agreement on the question
of forced labour. This was certainly not the case as regards compulsory labour for private
purposes; on this point, the Commission had never had any doubt as to the interpretation
of the provision in the mandate which forbids all kinds of forced labour except for essential
public services and in return for equitable remuneration. There never had been any question of
asking the Commission to sanction forced or compulsory labour for the benefit of private
individuals. What had given rise to a difference of opinion and what would be studied again
was the exact meaning of the term "essential public works and services" in connection with
labour performed in lieu of taxes.

Article 6 of the draft Protocol also allowed forced or compulsory labour for public and
private purposes without mentioning adequate remuneration as in the mandates. This was a
point of view which differed from that of the Mandates Commission. In these circumstances,
M. Palacios would like to see this article suppressed entirely, since its only object appeared
to be to countenance forced labour, which up to the present had been condemned by the
League of Nations. If the Sixth Committee could not agree to this proposal, he reserved the
right to submit certain amendments.



Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said he hoped the Committee would not think of
suppressing the article, as this would be a disastrous mistake.

In order to meet one of M. Palacios' objections, he would be prepared to leave out from
the report any references to the Mandates Commission.

He wished to point out that the Sixth Committee was really going as far in the case of
forced labour for private enterprises as in the case of slavery, and was asking for its progressive
abolition, condemning it in principle and putting it under very severe conditions while it
existed. The reference to the provisions of the mandates did not convince him. The mandates
were drawn up for the use of a new type of government in certain territories, whereas in the
present case one had to deal with a great number of countries where the existing principles
of administration had been established for many years. It was necessary to take account of
this fact in any international agreement proposed.

M. Leopoldo PALACIOS (Spain) said that he deemed it an honour to have an opportunity
of discussing this question with Viscount Cecil, to whose eminent qualities of mind and
character he paid a tribute; nevertheless, he thought he must insist upon the justice of the
proposal he had submitted to the Sixth Committee.

Slavery and forced labour were not identical. Sometimes they resembled one another
and overlapped one another, but sometimes they were quite different. Article 4 of the B
Mandate, in paragraphs I, 2, and 3, clearly distinguished between the two institutions. It
seemed quite natural that a protocol which was intended to be binding as between States
in the campaign against slavery should also aim at condemning forced labour, only so far,
however, as it might be assimilated to or might resemble slavery. This was what the draft
Convention did in Article 2 by stipulating for the progressive disappearance of domestic
slavery and similar conditions. It was advisable that nothing further should be done. The
question of forced labour in so far as such labour was not slavery in the real sense of the word
must be left untouched. Forced labour was an abusive method, the practice of which was
deplorably widespread in colonies and elsewhere, but the influence of new principles of law
was beginning to be felt, thanks to the work performed by the League of Nations in supervising
mandates. If, however, without such an extension of the question being necessary, it was
desired, as in the draft Convention, to consider also forced or compulsory labour apart from
the kind of forced labour which amounts to slavery (which was covered in Article 2), and if
this were desired not in order to maintain the restrictive system of the mandates but in order
to pledge the League of Nations to give its moral sanction to an increasingly extended form
of forced labour - that is to say, to forced labour in public services which was not justly
remunerated and even to forced labour for private undertakings - the disastrous mistake
would be not to suppress Article 6 but to maintain it.

Everyone might believe that under the disguise of a condemnation an indirect attempt
was being made to achieve the modification of a law which, although peculiar to the mandates
system, was nevertheless a living ideal which might serve as a model for other colonial admi-
nistration. In this case the value of the League of Nations as an example would disappear.

The speaker further added that, for other reasons also, the deletion of the words "man-
dated territories" from the draft was desirable: in the first place, because the latter were
subject to a special law, and if it were thought desirable to change this law, another procedure
would have to be followed, namely, intervention by the Council, etc., and, further, because,
in accordance with Article g of the French text of B Mandates, the mandatory Power shall
extend to the territory the "advantages" (benefice) of any general international conven-
tions - but only the advantages.

The speaker insisted on his alternative proposal. In the first place, he asked the Committee
to suppress Article 6 and in the very probable case of his views not being met - he reminded
members that he had unsuccessfully defended the same cause in the Sub-Committee - he
asked that the article under discussion should at least be amended so as to render it more
humane, and that, in any case, those words should be omitted which might convey the impression
that the article was applicable to mandated territories.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) thought that Article 6, as it stood at present, represented a decided
step backwards with regard to mandates, as it did not provide for any remuneration, and also
it allowed forced labour for private enterprises. To accept it in its present form would constitute
a retrograde step, which was always dangerous. He therefore wished to propose two amend-
ments: one, that Clause I should read:

"In principle, compulsory or forced labour may only be exacted for public purposes,
for wzhich adequate remuneration shall always be paid";

and, secondly, that Clause 2 should read:
"In territories in which compulsory or forced labour for other than public purposes

still survives, the High Contracting Parties shall endeavour progressively and with all
possible speed to put an end to the practice."

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said that M. Palacios had proposed to omit the article
altogether on the ground that forced labour was materially different from slavery, but he had
used what seemed a rather contradictory argument and had gone on to say that forced labour
for' private services would be suppressed by the words of Article 2, dealing with conditions
analogous to slavery. He did not agree with either proposition. Forced labour might in certain
circumstances be analogous to slavery, but it might also be a perfectly innocent thing. This
distinction was made perfectly clear in the draft Convention. In the case of a highly developed
civilisation, a great number of public services were supplied by people who were employed by
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the State for the purpose; but in the case of a very much less advanced civilisation such
services had to be performed by the population themselves, and the only way sometimes was to
allow the Government to compel them to perform them. Even in the most civilised countries
it was recognised that the State had a right to call upon any of its citizens for services which
were regarded as of a public character. That was also recognised by the mandates, which
allowed essential public services to be done by forced labour. The provisions in the draft
Convention were an improvement on the provisions in the mandates, because they provided
that in no case must forced labour, even that employed by the State, develop into slavery,
and in the second place that no forced labour must be permitted except under the responsibility
of the Central Authority.

Personally, he would have no objection to the inclusion of the words used in the mandates:
"in return for adequate remuneration", as the practice of the British Government was invari-
ably to give such remuneration. Several members of the Sub-Committee had, however,
declared that there were cases where a labour tax was imposed and which it would be diffi-
cult to reconcile with those provisions. The Temporary Slavery Commission got over the
difficulty by saying that in each case the Central Authority of the country should decide
whether or not there was adequate remuneration. This expedient really seemed a more
dangerous one than that which the Drafting Committee had adopted.

It must always be remembered that the Committee was, in the draft Convention, concerned
with trying to prevent forced labour from degenerating into slavery. The labour regulations
of a country were not a matter for the League itself, but might be dealt with by the Interna-
tional Labour Organisation, which could consider such things as the question of remuneration.
It must also be kept in mind that the Committee was not writing on a blank sheet of paper
but had to consider existing conditions. In some colonial countries there was still a system
of forced labour, not only for public services but also for private purposes, perhaps thinly
disguised. It was in view of these facts that the draft Protocol must be regarded. The article,
in the first place, had the merit that it stated quite definitely that, where such forced labour
existed, it should be progressively abolished; that it should only be employed in exceptional
cases, and, finally, which was vitally important, that it should never involve transplantation
of the labourer from his usual place of residence. Anyone who had read of the evils resulting
from forced labour would know that the greatest evils attached to the cases where people had
been recruited at a distance. If it could be settled by all the Powers concerned that that kind
of forced labour should be brought to an end immediately, more would have been done for
the welfare of the unhappy races concerned than by anything else in the Convention.

He hoped that the Committee would not accept M. Palacios' view or adopt Dr. Nansen's
proposal with reference to remuneration. As to the insertion of the words : "with all possible
speed ", to which he personallyhad no particular objection, he would ask Dr. Nansen whether
it would not be a mistake to put in these words in Article 6 unless they were put in in Article 2,
dealing with slavery, also.

M. Palacios had suggested that all.reference to mandates should be omitted; in each
case there seemed, however, good reason for retaining them where they stood. He hoped
that M. Palacios would not insist upon his amendments.

Mr. J. D. GRAY (New Zealand) wished to dissociate himself entirely from the sanction
which this article proposed to give to forced labour for private enterprise and profit. He
believed that such forced labour could not be justified under any circumstances. If, however,
the Committee wished the clause to be retained, he would propose to insert after the words
"of an exceptional character" the following, "and shall be adequately remunerated".

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) had no objection to those words in substance, but he
still thought that this was a matter which ought to be dealt with by the International Labour
Office rather than by the League.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada) said that he had in mind a similar proposal to that made by
Mr. Gray. The reference to the use of forced labour for the benefit of private employers had
disappointed him. It had always seemed to him that this labour was in quite a different class
from the use of forced labour for public works, and should have different treatment. If Mr.
Gray's amendment were not accepted, they would be practically giving a sanction to forced
labour without mentioning remuneration; and the best way to get rid of forced labour was
in fact to make people pay for it adequately.

He agreed that the question as to what that adequate remuneration should be was, under
Part 13 of the Versailles Treaty, the function of the International Labour Organisation.

M. DORET (Haiti) agreed that, in some cases, it was necessary to have recourse to forced
labour for public works. In practice it might, however, be difficult to avoid abuses, as local
colonial officials were not always under very effective control. It must be recognised that in
fact forced labour was a form of disguised slavery, although of a temporary nature. If a
person did not submit to the work he might be put in prison. This really constituted a form
of contrainte par corps which had been abolished in all civilised countries.

The delegate of Haiti did not think that the words "forced labour" should be inserted
in any document emanating from the League of Nations, and suggested that, in place of this
term, the French word "prestations" should be used. If this were not done he would prefer
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the deletion of the article. He was not in favour of the adoption of the amendment presented
by the delegate for New Zealand, which in fact amounted to a recognition of forced labour
for private purposes.

M. Leopoldo PALACIOS (Spain) said that, encouraged by the statement which Dr. Nansen
had just made - virtually supporting his proposal - he would like to reply to Lord Cecil.

He thought that nobody would consider the system which it was proposed to establish
in any way an advance upon that laid down in the mandates. He further considered that
there was nothing contradictory in what he had said on slavery and forced labour; Lord
Cecil's own words were a proof of this, since he had drawn a distinction in favour of certain
classes of forced labour which he called "innocent". For this reason, the speaker, when
moving the suppression of Article 6, at the same time proposed to the Sub-Committee that
the Labour Office should be invited to make a well-considered and thorough enquiry among the
peoples and the Governments, and on the basis of this enquiry a convention might be drawn
up dealing specially with that subject. Otherwise, if Article 6 were to be maintained, not
only would no progress be made but even the status quo would not be maintained. As
Dr. Nansen - who regarded these questions from a lofty humanitarian point of view - had
said, they were taking a retrograde step.

The native populations, among which it was so difficult to prohibit or to check any kind
of abuse, would continue to work under the most severe constraint, but from now onwards
they would do so with the more or less explicit permission of the League of Nations, which
was altering the standard of the mandates in a direction which was much less humanitarian.
In the future, the influence on mandated territories of the system provided under the new
Convention would be unintentionally substituted for the influence of the mandates system
on the administration of other countries. For this reason he would endeavour in any case
to remove-from the text any allusion whatever to the mandated territories in which the
present system of law could not, he would repeat, be modified in this way.

The question was really an important one. The suspicious public would think that Article 6
was the reply to the recommendation adopted less than two months ago by the Permanent
Mandates Commission to the effect that native labour should be supervised and conditions
improved in view of the alarming data furnished by the mortality statistics. Without a doubt,
the moral authority of the League of Nations would suffer.

The speaker made an urgent appeal to his colleagues in support of his proposal.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) said that on some points the draft Protocol really meant progress,
but in other respects it was certainly a step backward. He gave his full support to the proposal
of the delegate from New Zealand. In fact, he could not understand how forced labour for
private profit could be allowed without remuneration. Although unable to withdraw his
amendment to Clause I, he would propose that, in accordance with the wording of the report
of the Temporary Slavery Commission, the addition to the proposal of the Drafting Committee
should read thus : "and, except in case of impossibility, adequate remuneration should always
be paid".

General DRAKE-BROCKMAN (Australia) felt obliged to remind the Committee that it
was not a legislative body which could dictate to the States. It was framing a document which
would be presented to the nations for adoption and with the intention that as many as possible
should accept it. Certain countries might find it very difficult to adopt if the articles were
overloaded with far-reaching proposals of an idealistic nature. The clause as it now stood
would mean a very distinct advance on anything existing in many countries to-day. He
appealed to his colleagues to accept it and thought that he could make this appeal quite
frankly as his own country came with clean hands, having absolutely abolished every form of
forced labour.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said that he could not accept the suggestion of the dele-
gate for Haiti, which he thought was made under a misapprehension. The consequences of
the suggestion that the word "prestations" should be used instead of "forced labour" would
be to leave forced labour perfectly legal.

It had been said that the article sanctioned forced labour. This was very far from being
the case. The article explicitly stated that in principle forced labour ought not to be allowed
at all. If the clause were left as it stood, hundreds of thousands of helpless beings would have
been freed from conditions of the gravest hardship.

He agreed to the insertion of the words "with all possible speed" but was still against
inserting anything about remuneration. Such insertion would seem to be an infringement on
the province of the Labour Organisation. The want of payment for private forced labour
was not the real evil. Most of the harm was done by the transplanting of the natives to a
distance. He admitted, however, that to insert the mention of remuneration for private labour
was not so much open to objection as to insert it for all labour. Therefore, if the Committee
agreed to the insertion in that restricted sense, he did not think it would injure the Protocol,
but Dr. Nansen's suggestion for altering the first paragraph was hardly a practical one.

Mr. SMIT (South Africa) said that, since the redrafting of Article 6, it had been made
ambiguous and a mistake had been made. He considered that paragraph (3) should be
omitted and the paragraph incorporated in paragraph (2).
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Viscount CECIL (British Empire) agreed.

M. DORET (Haiti) explained his point of view. If the Commission did not accept
his amendment, he would second the proposal of Dr. Nansen that forced labour should be
remunerated.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) replying to the Australian delegate, said that the idealism he had
tried to have introduced into the article was that which was already embodied in the mandates.

Brigadier-General DRAKE-BROCKMAN (Australia) replied that the position was different;
the League of Nations had a certain control over mandated areas.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) replied to the objection that the article ought not to be overloaded
by saying that he was not aware that any of the nations represented in the League would
refuse to sign it for this reason. He thought that the adoption of his amendment to Clause (i)
would mean progress ; nevertheless, he did not wish to insist upon it.

Mr. GRAY (New Zealand) said that he maintained his amendment.

M. LouwERS (Belgium) wished to explain why he proposed to vote as he did. He thought
that the Spanish delegate was making a mistake in asking for the deletion of Article 6. That
article would help towards the object which they all had in view, namely, the abolition of
forced labour for the benefit of private enterprises.

As regarded countries where that institution still existed, the article provided that the
Governments concerned must take steps gradually to abolish forced labour and that they
could only maintain it in the interval subject to the adoption of certain rules designed to
protect the natives.

On the other hand, in countries where forced labour no longer existed, such as Belgium
(forced labour was formally prohibited in the Belgian Congo both in law and in fact), the article,
by unreservedly condemning the institution, would powerfully assist Governments in their
efforts to resist the solicitations of private enterprises, which, owing to the difficulty of finding
native labour, often endeavoured to induce the authorities to provide them with what they
needed by means of forced labour.

In those circumstances he would vote for the retention of the article, but he would not
object to its being further improved by the adoption of some of the amendments which had
been proposed.

M. Leopoldo PALACIOS (Spain) regretted the attitude of the Committee and for that reason
withdrew the first part of his proposal. He agreedwithBrigadier-General Drake-Brockman's
remark that it was the Governments with whom the ultimate decision lay; but he would
insist that a text should not be submitted to them which, under the cloak of censure, really
contained an authorisation. He thanked M. Louwers for his friendly remarks. He did not,
however, believe that Article 6 would provide adequate Government protection against the
impressing of labour for private enterprises; he thought it would rather have the contrary
effect.

The opening paragraph of Article 6 as presented by the Drafting Committee was adopted.
Clause (I) as originally drafted was adopted, Dr. Nansen having withdrawn his amendment.
Clauses (2) and (3) were combined and adopted in the following form (Annex Va)

"In territories in which compulsory or forced labour for other than public purposes
still survives, the High Contracting Parties shall endeavour progressively and as soon as
possible to put an end to the practice. So long as such forced or compulsory labour exists,
this labour shall invariably be of an exceptional character, shall always receive adequate
remuneration, and shall not involve the removal of the labourers from their usual place
of residence."

M. Leopoldo PALACIOS (Spain) proposed to delete from the last paragraph of the article
the words "or mandated area".

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) suggested that, instead of this, the clauses should read
after "authorities" as follows: "of the territories concerned".

M. PALACIOS (Spain) accepted this alteration, and Viscount Cecil's proposal was adopted.

Article 6 as amended was agreed to.

17. Draft Convention on Slavery: Declaration by the Abyssinian Delegate.

At the request of the Abyssinian delegation, and in accordance with the decision of the
Chairman of the Committee, the declaration of the Abyssinian representative on the Sub-Com-
mittee has been attached to these minutes.

The Negadras ZELLEKA (Abyssinia) : Gentlemen, we, the Abyssinian delegation, fully
and entirely concur with the lofty humanitarian principles embodied in the Protocol proposed
by Viscount Cecil of Chelwood and, together with our eminent colleagues on the Sub-
Committee, we have voted wholeheartedly for the adoption of its fundamental articles.

The dynasty descended from David and Solomon will leave nothing undone to ensure
that the Protocol shall be given the widest possible application with the help and grace of
God.
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EIGHTH MEETING

Held on Friday, September 25th, 1925, at 2.30 p.m

Dr. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) in the Chair.

I8. Slavery Situation in Liberia: Statement by the Delegate of Liberia.

Baron LEMANN (Liberia) made the following statement : Many of our colleagues will
remember that I promised, some days ago, when attending one of the meetings of the Sub-
Committee of the Sixth Committee, to submit to this Committee the reply from the Government
I have the honour to represent here to the various questions concerning Liberia, which have
been dealt with by the Temporary Slavery Commission.

The Records of the Second Session of the Temporary Slavery Commission, held at Geneva
from July I3th to 25th, contain certain assertions that slave-dealing exists at the present day
in Liberia, based on extracts from a recent book called "The Black Republic", by Fenwick
Reeves. Permit me to say that the greater part of these facts have never been proved and
many more are considerably exaggerated and in any case interpreted in a manner to please
the writer.

The fundamental law of the Republic of Liberia prescribes in most emphatic terms that
slavery or involuntary servitude shall not exist in any form within the territories of the
Republic, and any person detected in slave-dealing is severely punished.

The Government, since the last six years, succeeded in making effective its control over
the whole territory which fell to its jurisdiction, hundreds of miles of roads have been constructed,
schools have been opened in the greater part of the interior, thus suppressing the system,
without economic dislocation or political upheaval.

As to the question of persons going through Monrovia in chains, such persons are not slaves
but criminals, condemned to hard labour and employed on public or private works, as is the
custom in some European States. The reason why they are chained is to prevent them from
escaping in the bush near by or by way of the river.

In regard to item 63 of Document A. Ig, and to what is said on this subject in the report of
the Temporary Slavery Commission, under the heading of "Enslaving of Persons disguised
as the Adoption of Children", where reference is made to Liberia, I am far from denying that
"an adoption of children" exists in Liberia, but I do absolutely deny that it is in any way
reprehensible. The President of Liberia, for instance, adopted ten children, from various native
chiefs in the interior. These children live and are educated in the presidential mansion. The
President feeds them, sends them to school, and looks after their interests, thus fitting them
to be useful subjects of the Republic. Many other families having the necessary means adopt
children and bring them up in the same manner.

The result of this system is a growing influence of the Government among the native
population, for the idea of the adoption of children in Liberia is the emancipation of the native
from that part of the interior where schools have not yet been established.

Besides, the native understands and appreciates this system of adoption of children,
for, whenever one of the authorities or well-to-do persons visits the interior of the country,
repeatedly he is asked by native chiefs to adopt one or more of their children "and look after
them", as they call it.

I may add that, among the authorities of the Republic, there are many former "adopted
children".

Therefore, there is no question of "enslaving of persons disguised as the adoption of
children", and I am instructed by my Government emphatically to deny the statement that
the practice of enslavement by this method prevails in Liberia with the knowledge of the
Government. On the contrary, the Liberian Government does everything in its power that
the laws in that respect shall be obeyed.

Within a short time my Government will forward me the Records of the Probate Court
of Liberia, which by law is competent to take cognisance of any complaints which may be
made by parents, and which has no hesitation in having their children returned to them should
there be any reason to do so. I will forward a copy of these Records to the Temporary Slavery
Commission, in order to show the utter baselessness of the allegations made.

I request you, Mr. President, to be so kind as to have these declarations inserted in the
proces-verbal of this meeting.

M. GOHR, Chairman of the Temporary Slavery Commission, replied that the Commission
had not taken the responsibility for the accusations mentioned in its report. It had made
no affirmations but it only mentioned that, according to certain authorities, such-and-such
conditions existed in Liberia. He insisted on the point that the Commission had not taken up
any definite position on the subject.
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Baron LEHMANN (Liberia) thanked M. Gohr for his declaration. If he had insisted upon
making a formal denial of the charges, it was because they were found in the League of Nations
Documents A.I9.I925.VI and C.426.M.I57, documents' which he had forwarded to his
Government. After having received these documents, the Liberian Government had drafted
the denial which he had just read.

As regards the adoption of children, Document A.I9, paragraph 63, referred to "a very
high authority". Perhaps this authority was the author mentioned on page 25 of Document
C.426.M.I57.I925. This author had made statements some of which had never been proved,
others being very much exaggerated.

The CHAIRMAN said that the declarations of Baron Lehmann would be inserted in the
minutes.

I9. Examination of the Report of the Sub-Committee on Slavery and the Draft Convention
and Draft Resolution submitted by that Sub-Committee (continuation).

The Committee proceeded with the discussion of the draft Convention.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said he had no comments to make on Articles 7 and 8.

Article 8.

M. VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENBURG (Netherlands) explained that the rules for the suppres-
sion of slavery and the slave trade were at present to be found in the Brussels Act and in the
St. Germain Convention and that some Powers were bound by the former, others by the latter.
He was quite prepared to agree, for practical reasons, that there should be a provision in the
new Convention for abrogating the former treaties, but he saw a difficulty about this in that
the Brussels provisions were of a more detailed character and went further than those now
proposed. He thought a treaty actually in force was worth a great deal more than the mere
possibility mentioned in Article 3 of concluding certain special arrangements. In any case,
he thought it desirable that his Government should have more time to consider this point.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) thought the technical drafting of this article rather
difficult, and, since the matter had to be postponed on other grounds, his Government would
desire to reserve its liberty of action as regards the final drafting.

With the above observations, Articles 7 and 8 were adopted.

Articles 9, io and ii were adopted, without remarks or modifications.

The Committee then examined the draft resolution submitted by the Sub-Committee
(Annex V).

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) explained that the representative of South Africa
(who was not then present) wished to make slight modifications in this resolution : (I) instead
of the sentence "decides to approve the annexed draft Convention" to put "decides to recom-
mend the annexed draft Convention for approval" ; (2) to delete the words "to the States party
to the Acts of Berlin or of Brussels".

With those modifications the resolution was adopted.

20. Draft Convention on Slavery: Reference to the Governments of Three Proposals by
Dr. Nansen.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) said he wished to see included in the draft Convention a clause
referring to the Permanent Court of International Justice. A clause in regard to the reference
of disputes to this body had been inserted in the St. Germain Convention and also in almost
all general Conventions concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations, such as the
Customs Formalities Convention, the Second Opium Convention, the Convention on the Inter-
national Trade in Arms, the Conventions on the Freedom of Transit, Navigable Waterways,
Railways, Maritime Ports, etc., and he thought it would look a little strange if the same clause
were not inserted in the present Convention. The text of Article 35 of the Convention for
the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of
War would perhaps be most suitable. It read as follows:

"The High Contracting Parties agree that disputes arising between them relating
to the interpretation or application of this Convention shall, if they cannot be settled by
direct negotiation, be referred for decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice.
In case either or both of the States to such a dispute should not be parties to the Protocol
of December I6th, I920, relating to the Permanent Court of International Justice, the
dispute shall be referred, at the choice of the Parties and in accordance with the constitu-
tional procedure of each State, either to the Permanent Court of International Justice
or to a court of arbitration constituted in accordance with the Hague Convention of
October I8th, 1907, or to some other court of arbitration."
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General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal) said that he was sorry to disagree with Dr. Nansen's
proposal. He would like, first of all, to say that Portugal had been among the first to sign the
Protocol of the Court of International Justice, including Article 36, which involved compulsory
arbitration. As regards the present Protocol, his colleagues on the Sub-Committee could say
that he had always been in agreement with M. Gohr, the Chairman of the Temporary
Slavery Commission, in considering that the most severe restrictions should be inserted in
the document, since his country was opposed to forced labour for the benefit of individuals
and thought that it should be employed for public purposes as little as possible. He was thus
free to express his point of view.

He saw no necessity for Dr. Nansen's amendment, which involved, in his opinion, very
serious disadvantages. The Protocol contained nothing but general principles and he did
not see how the International Court, whose competence was mainly legal, could intervene.
If a dispute arose regarding the interpretation of the Protocol, he saw no reason why it should
not be brought before the Court, but, supposing the dispute concerned its execution, how
could the Court deal with it, since the Protocol consisted only of a number of principles ?

He cited the example of Article 6, the first clause of which says that "forced labour may
only be exacted for public purposes". Could a Power appeal to the Court because it thought
that another Power gave a different interpretation of "public purposes" from its own ? He
thought that, in this case, public opinion was the tribunal to which appeal should be made.

Clause 2 said that the Contracting Parties would endeavour progressively to put an end to
any compulsory labour to which they might have had recourse according to the terms of the
same clause. Was it for the Court to decide, at the request of any Power which attached impor-
tance to the matter, whether the method employed by another Power to comply with Clause
2 was the best possible ?

The proposal had been submitted to the Committee at the last moment, and it was not
easy to give it consideration.

He considered that this proposal would justify intervention by a Power or by the Court
in the internal affairs of another Power, and this he could not accept. Each State which ratified
the Protocol would do its best to fulfil the duties which it had assumed by its signature as
well and sincerely as it could and as circumstances permitted. He was, however, quite unable
to agree that the Court, besides giving a legal opinion upon any question of interpretation
which might arise between two States, could also supervise the execution of the Protocol by
deciding whether certain methods of colonial administration were or were not the best suited
to secure the objects of the Protocol. Moreover, the Court in that case would have to organise
a colonial enquiry and investigation section, since its members could not be competent to
solve questions of colonial administration; it could not indeed be expected that they should
possess this competence, since they were first and foremost eminent jurisconsults.

Much to his regret, therefore, he was unable to agree to the proposal by his honourable
colleague.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) did not agree that his suggestion had been made at the last moment.
It was in fact proposed some time ago and handed over to the Drafting Committee, of which he
was not a member, so that this really was the only opportunity he had had of defending it.
So far as the article itself was concerned, he had already mentioned that there was a similar
article in the Treaty of St. Germain, but he thought that the article he had quoted from the
Arms Traffic Convention covered the matter more effectively.

The CHAIRMAN said he thought it would be necessary to adhere to the procedure which
had been adopted throughout the deliberations of the Committee and to send this new article
to a sub-committee for consideration.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) explained that this article had already been submitted
to the Drafting Committee in its original form, together with another proposal of Dr. Nansen's,
but that Committee had not found itself able to make any comments thereon, as they con-
sidered that it dealt with a matter of principle which should be decided by the full Committee.

M. FERNANDEZ Y MEDINA (Uruguay) pointed out that he also had raised the question
of jurisdiction in connection with Article 3, as he thought that the application of the right
of capture might give rise to disputes, and that therefore it would be necessary to consider
the question of the final authorities who would decide such disputes. The question of jurisdiction
had already been settled so far as certain signatory States were concerned, which would be
bound by their undertakings to refer such disputes either to the International Court or to
arbitration, and for that reason he would not insist on the insertion of any specific stipulations
in the Protocol. At the same time, however, he wanted to make it quite clear that he did not
accept the arguments of General Freire d'Andrade, who had stated that it would not be
possible to have recourse to the jurisdiction of the Permanent Court, as there were certain
questions relating to the Protocol which must be regarded as falling within the internal policy
of each State.

General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal) said that his distinguished friend and colleague,
M. Fernandez y Medina, had not understood his point of view, which had been badly expressed.

He did not deny that, once a country had signed a treaty, convention or protocol, it
was its duty to accept the jurisdiction of the Court in the case of a dispute arising between two
States about its interpretation, and even its execution. That was a duty which it had assumed
by its signature and which must be honoured. In the present case, however, the circumstances
were different. They were proposing to go further. In view of the fact that the proposed
Protocol did not consist of definite obligations, but for the most part of a number of general
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provisions, how could the Court decide upon the most suitable means of giving effect to these
general principles ?

Was it, for example, proposed that the Court should investigate, in the case of any
given State, the best way of putting into practice the provisions of Article 3, or any other
article ? Or again, supposing it had been necessary for a State to have recourse to compulsory
labour, as provided for in Clause 2 of Article 6, was it for the Court to point out the best
method of procedure ?

His view was that they should agree to recourse being had to the Court and its decisions
within the limits which the Assembly and the Protocol had fixed. He could not, however,
admit the principle that the Court could intervene in the internal affairs of a State with regard
to a question of pure administration.

A State signed the Protocol. It fulfilled the duties imposed upon it. If these were clearly
defined and perfectly unambiguous, the Court could, of course, intervene, but if the Protocol
laid down general regulations which could be fulfilled in various ways according to circum-
stances, he did not think that it was the duty of the International Court of Justice to examine
these methods and to choose the one it thought the best, which indeed it might not really be.

He was sure that the Court itself would disclaim its competence, if the proposal of his
distinguished colleague, Dr. Nansen, were to be accepted.

The CHAIRMAN regretted that Dr. Nansen's amendment had not been mentioned in the
report. On the other hand, he thought there would be great danger in adopting modifications in
the draft Protocol at this stage. The other articles had been adopted unanimously, but as regards
the present article there might be a lack of unanimity when the report went before the
Assembly.

General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal) said that, if this additional article were inserted,
he would be obliged to vote against it before the Assembly.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said that, as it appeared that the article could not be
put in without considerable reserves on the part of several Governments, it would be wiser
to defer further discussion on it until next year. If the article were voted now, he would be
compelled to abstain.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) realised the importance of Viscount Cecil's objections, though he
did not agree that all the other articles in the Protocol had been unanimously adopted - there
had been some votes against certain of them. He thought there would be no objection to having
his proposal put to the vote in order to find out the Committee's opinion in regard to it.

As regards the remarks made by General Freire d'Andrade, Portugal had signed the
Optional Clause of the Statute of the Permanent Court, and thereby recognised the jurisdiction
of the Court in all or any of the classes of legal disputes concerning the interpretation of a
treaty and any question of international law. In the present case, there was certainly a question
of interpretation of a treaty. He could not agree with the explanation given that the obliga-
tions involved in the Protocol were not covered by those already undertaken by Portugal.
In his opinion, it would be dangerous to leave out the clause, as it might be thought that there
was something behind the provisions of the Protocol which was not entirely understood.

M. VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENBURG (Netherlands) agreed with Dr. Nansen's remarks,
and said that he would be prepared to support the proposal. However, if some of his colleagues
found themselves unable to accept it, it would be better to leave it alone for the moment.

Brigadier-General DRAKE-BROCKMAN (Australia) said he hoped that Dr. Nansen would
not press the proposal, otherwise he would be compelled to vote against it, not because he
was convinced it was wrong but because he was not convinced that it was right. The Members
of the League were bound by the terms of the Covenant, and he did not think it necessary
to carry these obligations any further at this stage. As the proposal had been submitted at the
last moment, he had not had an opportunity of considering it. Dr. Nansen would have an
opportunity of bringing the question up again next year, when the members of the Committee
would come prepared to discuss it.

M. LouwERs (Belgium) did not wish to express an opinion on the spur of the moment as
to the desirability or otherwise of inserting in the Protocol the text proposed by Dr. Nansen.
The questions raised by that text seemed to be very serious; the views which had just been
expressed clearly proved that. He himself would like to make an observation with the object
of obtaining exact information as to the character of the proposed Protocol. His observation
would be on the same lines as those of M. Freire D'Andrade.

The proposed Protocol was of a very special character. In most conventions the signa-
tory States granted to each other rights and privileges. Nothing of the kind was done in this
case; the articles of the Protocol merely laid down certain principles of colonial morality
which the signatory States were to respect, without any advantage accruing to any of them.
The matter was within the moral sphere; it left political and material interests on one side.
Article 3 alone was of a different character; it dealt with a matter in respect of which
political rights might be mutually accorded. And even that Article merely bound the States
concerned to settle the question among themselves by special agreements.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) suggested that, as the discussions would appear in the
minutes of the meeting, the Governments concerned would receive full notice of them and the
matter would be considered in due course. While admitting the importance of Dr. Nansen's
arguments, he would be very reluctant to do anything which might look like an attempt to
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rush things. Therefore, in the interests of the proposal itself, he thought it would be wiser
not to press it at this moment. The Norwegian Government might then move it at the next
stage of the proceedings.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) explained to the delegate for Australia that this proposal had,
as a matter of fact, been placed before the Drafting Committee some time previously, but there
had been no opportunity of discussing it before the present meeting. The delay was not due
to the fault either of the Drafting Committee or himself.

It was true that the various States who had signed the Optional Clause of the Statute of
the Permanent Court were bound to lay their disputes before the Permanent Court, and it was
for that very reason that he hoped that this article could be inserted without difficulty. He
saw, however, that there were difficulties, and he would therefore propose that it should be
communicated to the Governments as a draft resolution, the Governments to be requested to
comment upon it.

M. AUBERT (France) suggested that it would be simpler not to vote on the question, but
simply to indicate that Dr. Nansen had moved this proposal, that it was discussed by the
Committee, which sent the minutes of the discussion to the Governments for their considera-
tion and observations.

M. FERNANDEZ Y MEDINA (Uruguay) thought it a great pity that any discussion should
have arisen on this point. He did not see how countries like his own, which were strong sup-
porters of the principle of compulsory arbitration, could sign a Protocol which, in view of the
reservations made, contained questions which were not liable to be submitted to the Court.
It was obviously desirable that as many countries as possible should accept the Protocol,
but, if it contained a reservation of the character suggested, it might probably be signed by the
Great Powers, those most directly concerned in the question of slavery, but he thought it
might be difficult to obtain the signatures of the smaller countries which were not directly
interested in the question of slavery and interested only so far as it was bound up with all
other humanitarian questions.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) accepted the procedure proposed by M. Aubert. When sending
the Protocol to the Governments, a note should be added that another article concerning
the jurisdiction of the Permanent Court had been proposed and considered by the Committee,
that no resolution had been reached and that the Committee thought that it would be pre-
ferable to examine the question further at the next Assembly, the Governments being invited
to submit their views on the point.

Brigadier-General DRAKE-BROCKMAN (Australia) was prepared to accept this suggestion.

General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal) said that, as his colleague Dr. Nansen had rightly
stated, Portugal had signed the treaties he mentioned. It had not only signed them, but it
would fulfil the duties imposed by its signature. In the present case, however, there was a very
important difference, which he had already attempted to show in reply to the honourable
delegate for Uruguay.

He had the highest esteem for his eminent colleague, who deserved the respect of all the
members of the Committee. On that account, he thought that he could not have rightly
understood certain words used by Dr. Nansen, which had seemed to him to suggest that, if
the proposal were not accepted, the impression would be given that something was being
concealed. For his part, he could say at once that he had no desire to conceal anything whatever
with regard to his country. It would indeed be useless to do so.

He would further like to add that,,during Committee work, he had seen that Dr. Nansen
had a second proposal to make; he had foreseen this addition and it had seemed to him that
the two proposals supplemented one another.

He desired to state that his country would be prepared to sign the Protocol as it stood,
there and then. It would sign it even if it had been in stricter terms, as indeed he had proposed
that it should be. At the same time, he agreed with M. Aubert's proposal that this important
matter should be examined and its significance and bearing made perfectly clear. He would
perhaps be the first to advise his Government to sign it, but, until the second proposal had
been made, he could not change his opinion.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) wished to assure General Freire d'Andrade that, when alluding
to the fact that the outside public might get the impression that certain things might be hidden
behind the report, he had not been alluding to any country in particular. He had merely
thought that it might lead to misapprehension if the clause which he had put forward were
not included.

General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal) thanked Dr. Nansen for this statement.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) wished that the procedure should be made quite clear;
a passage should be inserted in the report stating that Dr. Nansen's proposal had been consi-
dered by the Committee, that no resolution upon it had been reached, and that the Committee
thought it best that it should be submitted to the judgment of the Governments.

M. A'ubert's suggestion was adopted.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) further submitted the following draft article :

"The signatory States undertake to communicate annually to the Secretary-General
of the League of Nations a report on the result of the measures which they have taken
to carry out the provisions of the Protocol. The Secretary-General shall present to the
annual Assembly of the League of Nations a summary of the reports so communicated."
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He said that he would be content that it should be treated in the same way as his first
proposal.

General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal) said that they now had the second proposal,
according to which each State would communicate to the Secretary-General a report on the
measures taken to fulfil the duties imposed by the Protocol and on its execution. The Secretary-
General would send the report to the Assembly, which would refer it, according to procedure,
to a committee, etc. It was the mandates system applied to all colonies as regards a part
of their administration. He therefore could not accept this proposal, unless its import was
fixed perfectly clearly and distinctly.

The Committee agreed to apply to this proposal the same procedure as to the former.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) finally wished to make yet another proposal, which he did not
think would give rise to any difficulties. He presented the following draft resolution :

"The Assembly, having examined the report of the Temporary Slavery Commission
which has been communicated to the Members of the League of Nations, and having
noted the reference therein to the grave questions which might arise where the conditions
of native labour are not such as are in accordance with the principles of Article 23 of the
Covenant, being of opinion that this question is one of the most urgent character, calls
the attention of the International Labour Organisation to the necessity for a study
of it with a view to international action."

General FREIRE d'ANDRADE (Portugal) was glad to be able to vote in favour of this
proposal by Dr. Nansen, which was, as he had already said, in accordance with the ideas
already expressed by his Government. He would vote in favour of the proposal if his
distinguished colleague would add the words "and, if the International Labour Office thinks
fit, appoint for the fulfilment of this duty experts on colonial administration".

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) agreed to this addition.

Brigadier-General DRAKE-BROCKMAN (Australia) said that it was very difficult for the
Committee itself to pronounce on a proposal which was submitted at the moment when the
members were preparing to leave. Without examining this resolution carefully, it was impossible
to realise its scope. On the face of it, it occurred to him that Dr. Nansen was presupposing
that the conditions of labour amongst native people were the same in all parts of the world.
This was not the case, and, if it were intended to direct the International Labour Organisation
to undertake such an enquiry, it would be difficult to know where this enquiry would begin,
where it would end and, moreover, at whose expense it would be undertaken. He would like
to examile these and other points before it was decided to commit the League of Nations to
direct the International Labour Organisation to undertake any such enquiry. He thought the
Committee should hesitate before accepting Dr. Nansen's proposal.

Mr. J. S. SMIT (South Africa) agreed with the remarks made by Brigadier-General Drake-
Brockman. In South Africa there were a large number of different tribes, and it would not
be possible without upsetting these tribes to call in a foreign body to investigate matters in
connection with them.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) agreed that there were difficulties in the way of accepting
this proposition. He himself had said, during the course of the discussions of the Committee,
that the conditions of forced labour, like those of all other kinds of labour, were matters to
be dealt with rather by the International Labour Organisation than by the League. He still
held that opinion, and if the Labour Office thought it right to institute enquiries regarding the
matter, they would be acting, as far as he could see, well within their function. He thought,
however, that there would be difficulties in the League giving directions or advice to the
Labour Office. So long as the League and the Labour Organisation were separate bodies, he
doubted whether the League ought to interfere in any way in the management of the Labour
Office. In these circumstances it would be better to deal with this resolution in the same way
as it had been agreed to deal with the other proposals submitted by Dr. Nansen. A record of
the debates which had taken place on the subject might be communicated to the Labour
Organisation and it would be for its Governing Body to decide whether it would take the matter
up. In that case, any suspicion that the Committee was endeavouring to dictate to the Labour
Office would be avoided.

Continuing, Viscount Cecil pointed out that, whilst Dr. Nansen could, not be criticised
on the grounds of having introduced his two former resolutions at the last moment, he thought
this last resolution had been submitted at the eleventh hour, and was one which none of the
members of the Committee had had an opportunity of considering au fond.

AM. VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENBURG (Netherlands) thought that, as Dr. Nansen's new pro-
posal had not been examined, it would be better to put it on one side for the moment and bring
it up again at the next Assembly.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) said that he personally was not anxious to rush away before the work
of the Committee had been completed, and he thought that it was the duty of the delegates to
stay until they had reached satisfactory results. He admitted that the resolution had been
submitted at the last moment, but as it was the outcome of the whole of the discussions which
had taken place, it could not have been made before.

All agreed that the question of forced labour was a question which ought to be treated
by the International Labour Office rather than by the League, and consequently he had not
thought there would be any difficulty in getting his proposal accepted.
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He preferred Viscount Cecil's proposal to that of M. van Lynden van Sandenburg. If
there was no objection to sending the minutes of the discussions to the Labour Office, he would
like to have it done.

Brigadier-General DRAKE-BROCKMAN (Australia) thought that they should treat the three
proposals in exactly the same way. He understood that this question had come up at the last
Labour Conference and had created a good deal of controversy. In the circumstances, he
thought it would be wise not to appear to interfere with the Labour Organisation by any
direct reference to it. If the resolutions were communicated to the Governments, they would
have an opportunity of giving directions to their representatives at the next meeting of the
Governing Body of the Labour Organisation.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) explained that he had made this suggestion on the assumption
that there would be no objection; in the face of the objections raised, the suggestion fell to
the ground.

It was decided that the resolution should be treated in the same way as the other two resolutions
submitted by Dr. Nansen.

21. Report to the Assembly on the Question of Slavery. Close of the Session.

General FREIRE D'ANDRADE (Portugal) thought it was desirable that the Committee
should make some statement as to whether or not it considered that the Temporary Slavery
Commission had completed its duties.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) said he hoped that no decision would be taken by the
Committee, as this was a matter entirely for the Council. The Council had appointed the Tem-
porary Slavery Commission, but the Assembly might, of course, say whether it desired the
work to go on. In the face of the statement by M. Gohr that he did not think there was much
more for the Temporary Slavery Commission to do, it was improbable that the Council would
do otherwise than agree with it.

The CHAIRMAN announced that the debate was closed and the work of the Committee
concluded.

M. AUBERT (France) wished to congratulate Viscount Cecil, to whose zeal the results of
the work of the Committee were principally due.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) thanked M. Aubert and said that, if the labours of the
Committee had been so successful, it was entirely due to the co-operation of all its members.
He wished to mention particularly the admirable assistance that had been given by M. Gohr.
Finally, on behalf of his colleagues, he thanked the Chairman for the impartialand efficient
way in which he had directed the meetings of the Committee.

On the proposition of the CHAIRMAN, it was decided to ask Viscount Cecil to act as Rap-
porteur to the Assembly .

For the amendments adopted at this meeting, see Annex VI, Report and Draft Convention
presented to the Assembly.
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Annex I.

SLAVERY : DRAFT RESOLUTION AND PROTOCOL.

The Assembly

Having considered the report of the Temporary Commission on Slavery:
Whereas the signatories of the General Act of the Brussels Conference of 1889-90 declared

that they were equally animated by the firm intention of putting an end to the traffic in African
slaves; and

Whereas the signatories of the Convention of St. Germain-en-Laye of I9I 9 to revise the
General Act of Berlin of 1885 and the General Act and Declaration of Brussels of 1890 affirmed
their intention of securing the complete suppression of slavery in all its forms and of the slave
trade by land and sea;

Desiring to complete and extend the work accomplished under the Brussels Act and to
find a means of giving practical effect throughout the world to such intentions as were expressed
in regard to the slave trade and slavery by the signatories of the Convention of St. Germain-
en-Laye; and

Being further of opinion that it is desirable to regulate the employment of forced labour
so as to prevent conditions analogous to those of slavery arising therefrom,

Decides to open the attached Protocol immediately for signature by all States and expresses
the desire that the greatest possible number of States may adhere thereto as soon as possible.

The Assembly further invites the Council to consider whether any additional measures
may be practicable for carrying out the purposes of the annexed Protocol and to furnish the
seventh Assembly with a report. A record of the signatures to and ratifications of the annexed
Protocol will also be placed on the agenda of that Assembly.

PROTOCOL.

Article I.

For the purpose of the present Protocol, the slave trade and slavery are defined as follows :
The slave trade consists in the capture or purchase of persons with the object of selling

or bartering them as slaves ; the sale of persons acquired for this purpose by capture, purchase
or barter, together with the transport operations involved by this traffic.

Slavery is a status in which one person exercises a right of property over another.

Article 2.
The Signatory States shall:
(a) Suppress all forms of the slave trade;
(b) Provide for the eventual emancipation of all slaves in their respective territories,

and also for as speedy an elimination of domestic and other slavery as social conditions will
allow.


