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SIXTH COMMITTEE OF THE FOURTEENTH ORDINARY SESSION OF
THE ASSEMBLY.

(POLITICAL QUESTIONS.)

AGENDA.

I. INTELLECTUAL CO-OPERATION ORGANISATION.
2. CO-OPERATION OF THE PRESS IN THE ORGANISATION OF PEACE.
3. RUSSIAN, ARMENIAN, ASSYRIAN, ASSYRO-CHALDEAN AND TURKISH REFUGEES.
4. MANDATES.
5. PROTECTION OF MINORITIES.
6. SLAVERY.

FIRST MEETING.

Held on Tuesday, September 26th, I933, at Io a.m.

Chairman: M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

r. Election of the Vice-Chairman.

On the proposal of M. BERENGER (France), seconded by M. OSUSK4 (Czechoslovakia),
Sir Denys BRAY (India) was elected Vice-Chairman by acclamation.

. Publicity of the Meetings.

The Committee decided to continue its traditional practice of admitting the public and Press
to its meetings, save in exceptional cases.

3. Consideration and Adoption of the Agenda.

The CHAIRMAN read the Committee's agenda, which for the present included the following
questions :

i. Nansen International Office for Refugees.
2. Slavery.
3. Co-operation of the Press in the Organisation of Peace.
4. Intellectual Co-operation.

He added that the Assembly would no doubt refer other questions to the Committee for
consideration. As regarded item 3, which had figured for two years past on the agenda, he
reminded the Committee that the Spanish Government had convened a Conference to be
held at Madrid on November 7th. It would therefore perhaps be advisable to leave the
question to that Conference rather than to open a discussion which could not in the
circumstances be other than academic. If the Committee agreed to this suggestion, it would,
of course, resume consideration of the question next year.

M. DE TESSAN (France), while recognising that the Committee should not take the place
of the Madrid Conference, considered that a Sub-Committee, assisted by experts, might be set
up to carry out the preliminary work without entering into the substance of the question.

The CHAIRMAN felt, in view of M. de Tessan's statement, that the question should be left on
the agenda for the moment. When the Committee came to consider this item, it could take a
decision on M. de Tessan's suggestion.

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand), referring to the question of slavery, asked what was
the position with regard to the Committee which the Sixth Committee had decided to set up
last year, on condition that funds permitted.

The CHAIRMAN replied that the necessary sum was provided for in the draft budget to
be submitted to the Fourth Committee.

The agenda was adopted.

4. Intellectual Co-operation: Appointment of a Rapporteur.
On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, M. MISTLER (France) zwas appointed Rapporteur for this

question.
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SECOND MEETING.

Held on Thursday, September 28th, I933, at 10.3o a.m.

Acting Chairman: Sir Denys BRAY (India).

5. Russian, Armenian, Assyrian, Assyro-Chaldean and Turkish Refugees:
Appointment of a Rapporteur.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) was appointed Rapporteur for this question.

6. Protection of Minorities: Addition to the Agenda.

The CHAIRMAN announced that the Assembly had added the question of minorities to the
Committee's agenda.

7. Slavery: General Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee of the resolution adopted by the Assembly
last year to set up an Advisory Committee of Experts on this question. It was to be hoped
that the Fourth Committee would vote the necessary credits for this purpose.

Mr. ORMSBY-GORE (United Kingdom) emphasised the great importance attached by the
United Kingdom delegation to the question of slavery, particularly in this year of the
centenary of William Wilberforce and the emancipation of slaves in the British Empire.

He proposed that the Committee should not finally conclude its discussion of the question
until the decision of the Fourth Committee as to the necessary credits for the new permanent
Slavery Committee was known.

With regard to the documents before the Committee (documents A.I6 and I6(a). I933.VI),
though the reports on Liberia, the Sudan, China and North Burma which they contained were
adequate as far as they went, he would urge that in future years a rather fuller picture of the
action being taken to give effect to the 1926 Slavery Convention might be made available.

The Committee should make it clear that it was the duty of the permanent committee
of experts to indicate the kind of information it required and thereby to bring to light the main
points upon which knowledge was essential before slavery could be universally eradicated.

Count DE PENHA GARCIA (Portugal) recalled that his country, amongst others, had in the
beginning been opposed to the United Kingdom proposal for the creation of a Permanent
Slavery Committee. Last year, however, agreement was reached on a satisfactory type of
organisation endowed with powers which were in conformity both with the machinery of the
League of Nations and with the existing situation. This advisory body, the competence and
procedure of which had been defined by the Assembly, would only meet from time to time,
as circumstances required. The Portuguese Government had been in favour of setting up
this Committee, and its representative on the Fourth Committee had last year voted the
credits which were necessary for its work. He would do the same this year so long as the
provisions contemplated by the Assembly last year were respected.

Count de Penha Garcia pointed out that the full execution of the Slavery Convention
would require the conclusion of new agreements, for which provision was made in the text of
the Convention. The work done by the new Committee would no doubt be of assistance in
bringing out the defects of the Convention and expedite the solution of a problem which, while
becoming less serious each day, nevertheless needed to be watched. The United Kingdom
delegate had recalled that this year was the first centenary of the anti-slavery work done in
England. The Portuguese delegate paid a tribute to that work. Before England had done so,
Portugal had partially abolished slavery, and it had followed the generous movement begun
by England and supported in all countries. Count de Penha Garcia recalled that, in all
countries represented in the League of Nations, slavery had existed in earlier times. He paid a
tribute to the memory of all those in each country who had been instrumental in putting a stop
to it. They had done well for humanity, but their names were often completely forgotten.

M. HUBERT (France) endorsed all that Count de Penha Garcia had said.

Mlle. FORCHHAMMER (Denmark) proposed that the Committee should recommend to the
Council the inclusion of a woman among the members of the new Committee of Experts.

The CHAIRMAN replied that provision had already been made for this.

The Committee adopted Mr. Ormsby-Gore's proposal not to close the discussiont pending
knowledge of the Fourth Committee's decision with regard to the new Slavery Committee.

8. Slavery : Appointment of a Rapporteur.

M. L6PEZ OLIVAN (Spain) was appointed Rapporteur for this question.
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9. Co-operation of the Press in the Organisation of Peace: General Discussion.
M. DE TESSAN (France) emphasised the close connection existing between the Press and

international intellectual co-operation. It would be opportune for the Sixth Committee to
mark its interest in both these subjects, particularly in view of the important Conference to
be held in Madrid on November 7th next.

The programme of this Conference was based on the discussions of the thirteenth Assembly
and covered both technical and general questions. Its three main headings were (a) the means
of obtaining a greater abundance of accurate information; (b) the means of developing
co-operation between the Press organisations of various countries and (c) the questions of
international Press cards, of the influence of the Press on national feelings in times of crisis and
of the better professional training of journalists.

Many organisations had already announced their intention of being present, and it was to
be hoped that many more would do likewise, for the importance of a representative conference
could not be overestimated.

In the view of the French delegation, the present crisis rendered it more than ever necessary
to provide the nations with a means of formulating a clear idea of the march of events. Hence
the importance of the freedom of the Press-an essential condition for the protection of the
rights of man. Both the inviolability of thee and the education of world opinion depended
upon impartial journalism, upon the facilities afforded to journalists in the different countries
and upon the freedom with which discussion of major problems could take place in the public
Press.

The French delegation hoped that, as a result of the Madrid Conference, journalists of all
nations would be afforded complete freedom and thus be enabled to co-operate with the
League in promoting greater innternational understanding. He submitted the following draft
resolution:

The Fourteenth Assembly,

" Having learnt with great satisfaction that the Government of the Spanish Republic
has convened a Press Conference to be held in Madrid on November 7th next to frame
concrete proposals with a view to giving effect to certain of the principal recommendations
submitted by the Press organisations during the enquiry into the problem of the spread
of false information which may threaten the peace of the world or the good understanding
between nations:

" Wishes this Conference every success and expresses the hope that the next
Assembly will be in a position to note its successful results ;

" Renews its recommendation that the Secretariat should continue to devote its
attention to the development by all the means at its disposal of the swift supply to the
Press of the fullest possible information concerning the work of the League of Nations."

Upon the suggestion of the CHAIRMAN that M. de Tessan's resolution should be discussed
forthwith, M. VON KELLER (Germany) proposed that the Committee should follow the normal
practice of discussing the resolution after distribution to the delegations. His delegation would
prefer this course and reserved the right to speak on the resolution at a later meeting.

M. von Keller's proposal was adopted.

Io. Co-operation of the Press in the Organisation of Peace: Appointment of
a Rapporteur.

M. DE TESSAN (France) was appointed Rapporteur for this question.

THIRD MEETING.

Held on Saturday, September 30th, 1933, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

ii. Mandates: Addition to the Agenda.

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that, by a decision of the Assembly, the question
of mandates had been referred to the Sixth Committee.

12. Co-operation of the Press in the Organisation of Peace: Discussion and Adoption
of the Draft Report and Resolution.

M. DE TESSAN (France), Rapporteur, presented his report and added that the resolution
which he proposed was intended, not only to strengthen the existing links between the Press
and the League of Nations, but also to improve the position of journalists within their profession,
to strengthen the unwritten laws which they obeyed and to make it easier for them to carry
on their occupation, the object of which was to enlighten the peoples of the world.
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The CHAIRMAN wished to add a few words as representative of the State which had
convened the Madrid Conference. That Conference would be able to giveits attention to
three main aspects of the problem-the closest possible co-operation between all the Press
organisations of the different countries, the need for every possible effort to help the Press to
familiarise the world with the League of Nations (collaboration of the Press with the League)
and, lastly, the need of finding a link between the Press of the world and the Intellectual
Co-operation Organisation. Intellectual co-operation was one of the most important forms of
the League's activity, and for this reason the importance of the third aspect of the problem
should be specially emphasised.

The Committee adopted the report and draft resolution proposed by M. de Tessan (Annex I).

I3. Co-operation of the Press in the Organisation of Peace: Appointment of a
Rapporteur to the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN asked M. de Tessan to submit the report to the Assembly.

I4. Intellectual Co-operation: General Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN welcomed the presence of M. de Reynold, Rapporteur of the International
Committee on Intellectual Co-operation, and of M. Bonnet, Director of the International
Institute of Intellectual Co-operation.

M. MISTLER (France) read his draft report and resolution.

M. DE REYNOLD, speaking in the name of the International Committee on Intellectual
Co-operation, thanked M. Mistler for the understanding he had shown with regard to the
Organisation.

He proposed to deal only with the general aspect of the situation. The success of the
Committee on Intellectual Co-operation was due first of all to its method, which it had not
only defined but, better still, applied. The first characteristic of this method was to replace
the system of over-large meetings by that of small meetings or committees of experts, which
were much more practical than congresses. As soon as the number of members of a committee
exceeded fifteen, or even ten, it was better to keep that number down, not in order to economise,
but in order to achieve better results.

A second characteristic was division of labour. Experience, particularly the experience
of initial setbacks, had shown that the larger the subject the more necessary it was to divide
it up. It was useless to try to solve vast problems at once; it was far better to start with the
details and to move by slow degrees as the cumulative effects of successive efforts were felt.
This led to the third characteristic of the method-a limited and well-defined programme in
each field. It could no longer be said to-day that the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation
was too wide or too vague. In the future, each section of the Organisation would be exactly
adapted to the few well-defined questions with which it would have to deal.

The work of intellectual co-operation could thus be described as work of international
co-ordination in restricted fields or special subjects.

Passing to what he might call the construction of the building, M. de Reynold enumerated
the objects of the work of intellectual co-operation. First of all, it aimed at helping
intellectual workers, facilitating their researches, supplying them with tools and putting them
into touch one with another whenever there arose a question in which international
co-ordination appeared useful or necessary. This was the technical, administrative and
documentary side of the work, the one which interested the experts above all. Though not
very noticeable to the general public, it had, on the other hand, contributed greatly to the
credit of the Organisation in intellectual circles and had helped to prove that international
intellectual co-operation was not a figment of the brain but satisfied a real need.

Beyond this first stage came a second. The League of Nations was an association of
States, and the International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation should therefore put
itself at the disposal of States in questions affecting national forms of intellectual life. The
National Committees might be quoted as an example in this connection; in many countries,
they were really equivalent to intellectual advisory councils for Governments, councils on which
every aspect of national intellectual life was represented. Another example was the
co-ordination of the great intellectual administrative departments of the various countries, a
movement which had begun the year before at Budapest at the suggestion of the Hungarian
Government and was being continued.

Thirdly, came the service of the League. of Nations itself, the propagation of its spirit and
ideal. The Intellectual Co-operation Organisation was finding that it must devote itself more
and more to this task, which it pursued whenever the Assembly referred a problem to it for
solution. When the problem was insoluble, the Organisation frankly said so. It had thus
discovered the intimate connection between the important problem of the Press, with which
M. de Tessan had just dealt, and the other questions treated by the Organisation-broadcasting,
adult education, educational films, etc.

Lastly came the ultimate stage, intellectual life, ideas themselves. This was a new field,
and the Organisation was only now making its first experiment therein. But, if it neglected
this field, it would become a soulless body, a simple piece of machinery. In the new world
which was being born amid dangers and upheavals in a period of the most violent intellectual
and moral anarchy which history had ever known, the duty of bringing order, calm and hope
to men's minds was urgent. Uneasiness was the star of to-day's world; if the Intellectual



- 12 -

Co-operation Organisation held aloof from vital problems, the world would not understand, all
the more because to-day there was not a single fact which could not be linked up with an idea.
As Montesquieu had said, man was usually helpless when events were in course, but during their
course he could always plant seeds which would bear fruit later. To succeed here, the
Organisation must have the greatest possible autonomy within the framework conferred on it
by the League; the men whom it consulted must have the fullest freedom to express their
ideas, their views of the world and their conclusions, which in any case bound no one but
themselves.

The experience so far acquired in intellectual co-operation was encouraging. To use a
current term, things were on the move, and moving steadily and well.

In conclusion, M. de Reynold compared intellectual culture with agriculture, and more
particularly with vine-growing, in which bad years were frequent. The vine-grower was never
discouraged and did not lose his temper; he did not count on results every year, but calculated
over a long period of time. Thus, he was the best evidence that results on a large scale were
accomplished most often by the continual and persevering accumulation of small profits and
by the unwearying love of the worker for his work. The Intellectual Co-operation Organisation
should follow the vine-grower's example in its great task, which time, patience and goodwill
would achieve.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said that his delegation had studied with special interest the report
of the International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation, and had been impressed by the
methods just described by M. de Reynold. At a time when political and economic co-operation
between countries was so greatly hampered, it was a real mental satisfaction to find that
co-operation between the leading intellectuals was proceeding peacefully and smoothly.
The sphere of intellectual co-operation offered consolation for the disappointments experienced
in so many other fields. M. Motta then laid special stress on the valuable work done by the
Paris Institute. The Committee on Intellectual Co-operation itself bore the character merely
of a legislative assembly ; the Institute was its executive body, but for which many suggestions
would remain barren. The French Government should be congratulated once more on having
had such an excellent idea carried to fruition within the framework of the League of Nations.

While he endorsed the conclusions of M. Mistler, M. Motta raised one special point on which
it might perhaps be well to supplement the report. He referred to moral disarmament, which
should be given a bigger place. The International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation
had framed a draft text (document A.I4.I933.XII, page I7) which was both definite, simple
and very practical. After briefly commenting on the first four articles of the draft, M. Motta
hoped that the text would one day be put into effect and that the Committee for Moral
Disarmament would take its cue from the simplicity and wisdom of that text. There could,
of course, be no hope of these ideas being put into practice if the Disarmament Conference was
fated to be the failure which was dreaded by the pessimists and desired by those of ill-will.
He personally was one of those who expected it to be a success and he was glad that, in the
absence of a Third Committee, the Sixth was dealing with moral disarmament.

In conclusion, M. Motta congratulated the International Committee on Intellectual
Co-operation on having tackled this vital problem; in doing so in such troublous times, it
was obeying the Latin poet's injunction: " in arduis aequam servare mentem ".

M. TSIEN Tai (China) paid a tribute to the memory of M. Becker. The Chinese people
would long remember him as one of the authors of the remarkable report on the re-organisation
of education in China, as a result of which a mission of five Chinese educationists had visited
Europe to study the organisation of public education in Austria, Denmark, the United
Kingdom, France, Germany, Italy, Poland and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. He
thanked the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation, the Governments of the countries he had
mentioned and the various official and non-official bodies concerned for the assistance which
they had afforded to this mission.

Within China itself a National Committee had been formed, while at Geneva, on the
initiative of Chinese and foreign scholars, a Sino-International Library was being established
with the object of building up a good collection of Chinese works, as well as books on China in
foreign languages, thus providing students of Chinese culture with valuable material for
reference.

Mlle. VACARESCO (Roumania) commended the work done by the Institute of Intellectual
Co-operation and paid a tribute to the qualities of its Director. She added that, as an
antidote to existing evils, there was more need than ever to resort to the League of Minds so
providentially created by the League of Nations in the form of the International Committee on
Intellectual Co-operation, from which in turn had sprung the Paris Institute. So long as
individuals and Governments persisted in applying to the world of to-day the methods of the
past, the League's task could not be accomplished. Happily, the latter could be seen
endeavouring more and more to distinguish error from truth and gradually to feel its way
towards the path which would lead it to the aim it had in view. Nothing was more reassuring
in this respect than M. Bonnet's report describing all the tasks which the Committee on
Intellectual Co-operation had set itself. They were spectators to-day, not only of an expansion
of those tasks, but even of the birth of fresh enterprises such as the " correspondence " and the
" conversations ". The impact of the ideas exchanged between contemporary thinkers would
perforce lead to truths being elicited which would help the world to emerge from the spiritual
crisis it was experiencing.
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Mlle. Vacaresco also praised the Institute for the work it had undertaken and carried
through in the matter of translations-which were calculated to bring the nations together-
on its entry into the field of wireless broadcasting, the cinematograph, and political and moral
sciences.

The discussions held at Madrid at the last session of the Committee on Arts and Letters
had made the participants forget for some days the various crises with which the world was
grappling. It was to the Institute that they owed this meeting of a distinguished company
which had succeeded in making such a miracle possible.

In conclusion, Mlle. Vacaresco said that she submitted no motion, but in return would ask
the Sixth Committee to give its full support to the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation and
the Paris Institute, which was to-day the League's finest title to fame.

M. MISTLER (France), in reply to M. Motta, said in his capacity of Rapporteur that he had
not felt he need mention in the final resolution the texts on moral disarmament which the Swiss
delegate had just quoted, because the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation had already
forwarded them to the Committee on Moral Disarmament. In view of the warm reception
given toM. Motta's proposal, M. Mistler suggested adding the following final paragraph to the
resolution:

"Approves the proposal of the International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation
regarding the preliminary draft texts on moral disarmament and asks the Conference for
the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments to bear them in mind so far as possible when
finally drawing up the conventions it will adopt."

Speaking as a member of the French delegation, M. Mistler had caught in M. Motta's
words an echo of a great voice which was still. One of the speeches made at the Assembly by
M. Aristide Briand closed with the moving appeal to the youth of every country that peace
would only prevail among men when youth was brought up in the love of peace. As the
representative of a country which had not waited until now to effect intellectual demobilisations,
M. Mistier warmly seconded M. Motta's suggestion. He would be glad to see the ancient wisdom,
to which the latter had referred, extending in future to the confines of the universe.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) associated himself with the tribute which had been paid to the
Institute and, on behalf of his delegation, congratulated it on the work it had accomplished.
Never perhaps since the League had been in existence had the need for international activity
in the sphere of intellectual rapprochement been more keenly felt. Hence it was with the
greatest pleasure that the Polish delegate noted the following passage in the report of the
International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation, which clearly characterised its methods
and activities :

" It would appear that, in the difficult times through which the world is now passing,
the Committee has thus afforded proof of the intellectual classes' determination to face
the crisis and do their share in overcoming it ; for this crisis is not merely economic, but
to an equal degree intellectual and moral."

M. Komarnicki wished to lay special stress on the Institute's work in connection with the
revision of school text-books. The Sixth Committee would no doubt agree that it was a
matter of urgency to push forward research in this field, for it was indispensable in the
interests of peace and of international collaboration. While appreciating the great value of
the Institute's work, which had already been demonstrated by a whole series of interesting and
encouraging manifestations, M. Komarnicki did not entirely share the optimism with which
the Committee's report was imbued. The Committee had every reason to be proud of its
activities, but it would nevertheless be rash to conclude that spiritual rapprochement had
really made appreciable progress in the course of the year. There had perhaps even been
a considerable retrogression, the full extent of which would only make itself felt after a certain
time. The Polish delegate drew attention in particular to the following passage in the report :

"In almost all spheres progress is marked-hence a reassuring impression of
security."

He was thinking in particular of moral disarmament, and, if he laid special stress on this
point, it was to emphasise once more the pressing need of action parallel to the work done by
the Institute of Intellectual Co-operation, in which action the Institute could and should be
associated in some way or other. M. Komarnicki drew attention, in this connection, to a
passage in the General Report of the Director of the Institute (document A.I4, page 35, second
paragraph of point 3). This was precisely the point of departure of the work on moral
disarmament at the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. It would,
of course, be outside the Sixth Committee's province to discuss the draft text transmitted by the
International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation to the Disarmemant Conference, which
now had to deal with the problem. All that the Sixth Committee could do was to signify
its sympathy with all efforts aimed at providing a solid foundation for true moral disarmament,
which, in the Polish delegation's opinion, could only be realised by a series of definite under-
takings imposing definite obligations on Governments and taking the form, not only of an
invitation to proceed to certain acts, but also of the prohibition to commit other acts contrary

1 Document A.I 4 .I933.XII, page 9.
2 Ibid., page 8.
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to the aims and ideals of the League of Nations. It was in this spirit that the Polish delegation
associated itself with the draft resolution which had just been submitted by the Rapporteur.

M. PIOLA-CASELLI (Italy) drew attention to the question of intellectual rights and the
protection of the individual in this sphere. On behalf of his delegation and on his own behalf,
he associated himself with the hope expressed in the resolution that the Rome Act revising
the Rome Convention on authors' rights should be ratified as soon as possible. This Act,
drawn up under the auspices of the Italian Government, provided for the protection of the
moral rights of authors. There was reason for satisfaction that the situation as regarded this
question had improved : the French Parliament had just passed a law ratifying the Rome Act,
and the Belgian Parliament had followed this example. There remained two countries whose
ratifications would be of the greatest value-Germany and Czechoslovakia. As regarded the
German ratification, its delay was not due to any fundamental contradiction between the
Rome Act and German law, but solely to considerations of procedure, since, following upon the
Rome Act, a general study had been undertaken with a view to the revision of the German
legislation on authors' rights. Last year a scheme had been laid before the Reich Ministry of
Justice, which had undertaken to study it. M. Piola-Caselli hoped that Germany would soon
be able to accede to the Rome Act, and expressed the same hope as regards Czechoslovakia.
If the ratifications were not received in time, it would not be possible to convene the Brussels
Conference, which would achieve marked progress as compared with the provisions of the
Berne Convention, particularly with regard to the relations between authors and the new
industries of the film, the gramophone record, etc.

Another question was that of intellectual rights, and M. Piola-Caselli feared that there
might be some confusion as regarded a proposal he had made at the last session of the
International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation. In this connection, it was sufficient
to compare No. 5b on page 6 of document A.I 4 on the one hand with pages 13, 14 and 59 on
the other. Two quite different proposals had been included in paragraph b, one of which had
been put forward solely by the Italian Committee for Intellectual Co-operation, and the
other by the Committee of Representatives of the institutions dealing with intellectual rights.
This second proposal, which was a very interesting one, related to the moral rights of inventors.
This was not a new question, since the Committee of Intellectual Workers of the International
Labour Office had already made the same recommendation in 1928. As they were now on the
eve of the London Conference which was to revise the Paris Convention on the protection of
intellectual rights, there was every advantage in showing their interest in the question of moral
rights, which would inevitably arise at the Conference.

In conclusion, M. Piola-Caselli asked that corrections should be made on the lines of the
explanations he had given.

M. POLITIS (Greece) associated himself with the unanimous tribute paid to the work of
the Intellectual Co-operation Committee and to the activities of the Paris Institute and its
Director. He entirely agreed with M. Motta's remarks on the great value of this committee's
texts on moral disarmament. These texts were so simple, logical and natural that it looked
as if they ought to be accepted without discussion by every State. In M. Politis's opinion,
the principles laid down in these texts were implicit in the Covenant of the League, but it
was still useful for a convention to indicate expressly what was to be done for the education of
youth and the preparation of public opinion for the idea of peace.

It was on these lines that the Finnish delegate had prepared a text which he had requested
M. Politis to submit to the Sixth Committee to be attached to the draft resolution. This text,
which might usefully be combined with that proposed by M. Mistler, read as follows:

"Takes note of the texts relating to moral disarmament prepared with such care and
ability by the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation;

"And recognises the great value of the principles laid down therein."
M. Politis supported this proposal and thought that M. Motta did so too. It should be

remarked that this text did not propose that any recommendation should be made to the
Disarmament Conference, but simply that the Assembly should endorse the principles contained
in the texts prepared by the Intellectual Co-operation Committee and should recognise their
great value.

Mr. MANION (Canada) endorsed the congratulations to the Intellectual Co-operation
Organisation on its work; he must, however, make one slight reservation, though he hoped that
the Sixth Committee would realise that he did so in the friendliest spirit of candid criticism.

At the time of the World Economic Conference, a pamphlet had been distributed under the
aegis of the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation, and therefore as a League of Nations
document, containing a passage which criticised the whole group of so-called Ottawa
Agreements.

He had no quarrel with critics of these Agreements, but suggested that it was hardly
suitable for a sub-committee of the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation to inject political
views into purely intellectual studies. He suggested that, to avoid a recurrence of this, greater
supervision might in future be exercised over the sub-committees.

M. VALDES-MENDEVILLE (Chile) said that the perusal of the Institute's report and the
remarks of the previous speakers confirmed him in the conviction that the progress accomplished
by the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation was amongst the most remarkable achievements
of the League. All the forms of activity of this Organisation methodically converged towards
the aims which its creators had had in mind. Among other great qualities, the work
undertaken possessed that of being universal, a quality which other forms of the League's
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activities did not always possess. This Organisation was always striving to create throughout
the whole world and in every sphere the co-operation that was essential to the success of the
great idea on which its workywas based, and one of the most striking results of which would be
the agreement on moral disarmament so brilliantly analysed by M. Motta.

The progress of Intellectual Co-operation deserved to be better known to public opinion,
which, being insufficiently acquainted with it, often misjudged it. In this connection too,
the proposal sketched out last year on the r61e of peace should be made a living and adequate
reality. It was to be hoped that this would be done at the Madrid Conference, for just because
it was audacious it had chances of success in the minds of a people whose daring in the past had
created a new world and was now being concentrated on creating a better world.

Having no time to examine the different forms of the activity of the Committee and of the
Institute, M. Valdes-Mendeville wished nevertheless to emphasise both their general interests
and their special interest to his country. He would confine himself to stressing a point which,
without being of the first importance, was nevertheless given prominence by the anxiety caused
by the social problems of the present time. He referred to the efforts set on foot by the
Intellectual Co-operation Organisation in the sphere of popular and workers' education.
The excellent enquiry into public libraries and workers' leisure and the assistance given to the
Committee on Popular Arts came within the sphere of this activity. Too much encouragement
could not be given to these efforts, and it was to be hoped that they would be pursued and
intensified. Recalling, in conclusion, a passage from M. de Madariaga's letter to M. Paul
Valery, published in Volume I of the " Correspondence ", M. Valdes-Mendeville looked on the
world as a body suffering from economic and moral poisoning, of which few organs escaped the
effects. Surgical methods were of little use, and the treatment of intellectual co-operation
was slower but surer.

General TANcZOS (Hungary) congratulated the Rapporteur on his illuminating report and
M. de Reynold on his admirable statement. He was particularly glad that the latter should
have mentioned a happy suggestion of Hungary's with regard to the holding of a meeting of
directors of higher education. This meeting had been a fruitful one and would certainly give
valuable results.

Referring to the last paragraph of the draft resolution, General Tanczos proposed that the
word " Conventions " should be replaced by the word " texts ", since the question of the form
which the final text would take had not yet been settled. In this connection, reference might
be made to document Conf. D./C.G.I33, which contained as an annex a resolution adopted on
June 2nd, 1933, by the Committee on Moral Disarmament, the first paragraph of which read
as follows:

" The Committee on Moral Disarmament considers that provisions should forthwith
be drawn up concerning moral disarmament, these provisions to stand on the same footing
as the provisions regarding material disarmament in the final texts to be adopted by the
Conference."

MIr. ORMSBY-GORE (United Kingdom) said that as the Committee's discussion had, in the
main, centred round moral disarmament, he felt bound to state that the United Kingdom was
most anxious that the ideas underlying the preliminary draft texts 1 to which M. Motta had
alluded should prevail. With reference to these texts, however, he pointed out that his
countrymen were very jealous of the autonomy of their universities and that there would
therefore be a disinclination in Great Britain to see the State or Government intervene in any
university curriculum.

To turn to a technical point regarding the artistic side of the work of the Organisation, he
emphasised that there were few methods of bringing about a conception of the ideals and culture
of other nations more effective than that of international art exhibitions. He referred in
particular to the exhibitions of Spanish, Flemish, Dutch, Italian, Persian and French art which
had been held in London.

The resolution which M. Mistler had proposed to the Committee contained a paragraph
suggesting the return of works of art illicitly removed from the respective national artistic
heritages. The United Kingdom delegation would support this proposal, but he would ask
that the resolution might be so worded as to make it abundantly clear that only works of art
illicitly removed should be returned. As a Trustee of the National Gallery, he must state
forthwith that the United Kingdom had no intention of returning, for instance, the treasured
Velasquez pictures which had been purchased for the nation.

The resolution further recommended to the various Governments the proposal of the
International Museums Office that an International Historical Monuments Commission should
be set up. The Council resolution of September 22nd made the point, in favour of this excellent
proposal, that it involved no fresh expenditure. He would submit that the mere compilation
of a compendium of the legislation on the subject--the work contemplated for this commission
-would achieve very little and that, if it were to do really useful work, it must distribute
throughout the world information on recent advances in the technical preservation of
monuments. This, however, could not be done without the expenditure of considerable sums,
and he would like an explanation as to precisely what work was envisaged for the proposed
commission.

He welcomed the inclusion in the resolution of the two matters to which he had referred,
since a proper appreciation of the artistic wealth of the nations of the world was an excellent
means of bringing home the dangers of modern war. Few had forgotten the tragedy of the
destruction of art treasures in the last war; hence the creation of an international interest in

1 Document A.I 4 .I9 3 3 .XII , page 17.
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the preservation of monuments and works of art might well serve as a foundation of moral
disarmament.

M. BONNET, Director of the Institute of Intellectual Co-operation, after thanking the
speakers for their appreciative remarks regarding the Institute, replied from the administrative
point of view to some of the points which had been raised.

The problem of the protection of historical monuments of which the United Kingdom
delegate had spoken had engaged the attention of the Institute and of the International
Museums Office. The creation of a governmental commission was intended to complete the
co-ordination of efforts in this field. The existence of this commission would not involve any
additional expense to the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation, but only to the Governments
(travelling expenses of delegates, etc.). These expenses were so trivial compared with the aim
in view that it was to be hoped that the creation of this body would not meet in the different
countries with any difficulties in this respect.

The International Museums Office had already collected considerable material on this
question of the preservation of historical monuments. A very important conference had been
held at Athens attended by 150 delegates who had compared the various techniques of
preservation. The result had been a big volume published under the direction of the Institute
and constituting a veritable text-book of advanced instruction in technical methods for the
preservation of historical monuments.

As regards the autonomy of universities, the Institute had long ago noticed that customs
and legislations differed from one country to another and must be respected. In this
connection, the Committee of Directors of Higher Education which met every year could be
relied on, particularly as its Chairman was of British nationality and one of its members
American. The differences of organisation between the universities of the various countries
were such that a modus vivendi was necessary and had indeed been found. Each country would
apply according to its own legislation the provisions which might be adopted in regard to moral
disarmament.

M. Bonnet then thanked the Canadian delegate for his friendly remarks and wished to
assure him that the professors, scholars and research workers who had met in London to study
the effects of State intervention in economic life had done so in an entirely impartial spirit.
If their discussions had assumed a political character, this was a pure coincidence, for they had
held their meeting one week before the Economic Conference. MI. Bonnet could vouch for it
that their debates had had an entirely objective and scientific character. In the volume which
the Institute was going to publish on this subject, the point of view put forward by the Canadian
delegate was strongly represented. He repeated that the personalities who had taken part in
this meeting had no political aims and had.no claim to substitute themselves for the politicians.
M. Bonnet was grateful to Mr. Manion for having drawn attention to this misunderstanding,
which he hoped he had dispelled.

The CHAIRMAN, as representative of Spain, unreservedly associated himself with the
statements made by M. Motta and the other speakers on the question of moral disarmament.
He then paid a tribute to M. de Reynold's speech. As a member of the Committee on Arts and
Letters, he had taken part in the Madrid meeting, so that he was entitled to emphasise what
M. de Reynold had said on the tasks of the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation; If it were
content to gravitate in a limited sphere, its work would have no soul. The same might be said
of the League itself, and this undertaking, without precedent in human history, would be doomed
to failure. The Intellectual Co-operation Organisation was therefore not a side-line of the
League, but was its very soul. The League would not prosper and would not achieve its aim,
which was peace, except in so far as the work of Intellectual Co-operation showed that humanity
was united. The guiding spirits of every country must be converted to this idea in order that
they should realise this unity. It was therefore essential to lay the greatest possible emphasis
on the second of the conclusions adopted at the end of the Madrid " conversation ":

" The Committee expresses the opinion that the future of civilisation, even within the
various national units, is essentially bound up with the development of its universal
elements, which in its turn is conditional upon the organisation of mankind as a moral and
legal entity. 1

This was the Organisation's essential aim, towards which it must strive by every means
in its power.

M. MISTLER (France), Rapporteur, referring to the observations of the Italian delegate
regarding intellectual rights, proposed that the passage in question in his report, reading as
follows:

"The study, in conjunction with specialist institutions, of the various aspects of
authors' rights is proceeding. I would urge you to impress once more upon the
Governments the importance of ratifying the Acts already concluded ",

should be redrafted as follows :
" Lastly, the study, in conjunction with specialist institutions, of the various aspects

of authors' rights is proceeding. I would urge you to impress once more upon the
Governments the necessity of ratifying the Act of Rome. M. Piola-Caselli, underlining
the importance of this action, also showed the value of the new proposals contemplated
by the International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation concerning the protection

1 Document A.1 4.1933.XII, page 24.
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of inventors. The Committee on Intellectual Co-operation has asked that a new clause
to this effect should be included in the Paris Convention for the protection of industrial
property."

In reply to Mr. Ormsby-Gore's objection, he explained that the word " illicitly " had been
inadvertently omitted from the part of the resolution relating to the repatriation of works
of art.

He proposed that the third paragraph of the draft resolution, reading as follows:

"Wishes to emphasise the special importance of the first exchanges of correspondence
published by the Institute of Intellectual Co-operation and of the ' conversation' held
at Madrid in May I933 regarding the future of civilisation ",

should be replaced by the following text :

" Wishes to emphasise the importance of the method of exchanges of correspondence
and the value of the ' conversations', such as that held at Frankfort on Goethe and at
Madrid in May 1933 regarding the future of civilisation."

Lastly, to take into account the suggestions of the delegates of Switzerland, Greece,
Finland and Hungary, the Rapporteur proposed the addition at the end of the draft resolution
of a new paragraph to read as follows :

" Notes the proposals relating to moral disarmament framed by the International
Committee on Intellectual Co-operation and, considering their great value and practical
scope, asks the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments to use them,
as far as possible, as a basis in establishing the final texts to be adopted."

Both as Rapporteur and as delegate of France, M. Mistler wished to express the
satisfaction he had felt in the course of this debate, which had been pursued in an atmosphere
of cordiality and trust and in the spirit of international collaboration. If he might borrow
the metaphor used by M. de Reynold, he would like to conclude by saying that the humble
wisdom of the wine-growers and of the petty artisans should serve as a lesson to those who were
responsible for the conduct of the world's affairs.

The Rapporteur's amendments were adopted.
The Committee decided, owing to the changes to be made in the report, to postpone the final

adoption of the report and draft resolution until the next meeting.

FOURTH MEETING

Held on Monday, October 2nd, I933, at Io a.m.

Chairman: M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

15. Russian, Armenian, Assyrian, Assyro-Chaldean and Turkish Refugees : Report
of the Governing Body : Examination of the Draft Report and Resolution.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania), Rapporteur, said that the report of the Governing Body
(document A.I9.I933) and his draft report to the Assembly proved the diversity and complexity
of the work of the Nansen Office; this was rendered particularly heavy in the present time of
crisis, when the reaction of economic difficulties upon the Office funds necessarily hampered
its activities.

He drew special attention to certain of the points made in his draft report. The Office
was called upon to deal with no fewer than 934,000 refugees, and under the presidency, first
of M. Max Huber and now of M. Werner, much had been done in spite of financial restrictions.
In the midst of his other work, M. Werner had this year been able to pay a visit to Syria, as
a result of which many valuable new suggestions had been forthcoming.

As the report stated, the economic crisis had had serious repercussions on the refugee
problem; national subsidies had been reduced or withdrawn; countries suffering from
unemployment had been forced to prohibit the employment of foreign labour, and
philanthropic aid, both public and private, had been considerably curtailed. Thanks to
economy in other fields, however, the Office had been able to ensure that the level of
unemployment among refugees suffered no increase. He drew attention to the valuable
assistance afforded by the Office in the maintenance of political and social stability. In the
present unsettled state of the world, the existence of many thousands of refugees might well
provide fertile soil for unrest.

He referred to the various activities of the Office : the settlement of 4,000 Armenians in
Aleppo, Alexandretta and Beirut, the transfer of others to Erivan, the arrangement for the
settlement of others in an agricultural colony in Mosul and of yet other groups in-South America.
Refugees numbering in all 71,799 had received various forms of assistance.
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His draft report described the efforts which the Office had been able to make to render
refugees self-supporting, and the advances which it had made to Artels, families and individual
refugees, to this end. It also gave details of the offer from Brazil regarding a colonisation
scheme for families.

M. Antoniade could not over-emphasise the value of the draft Convention now being drawn
up in co-operation with the Inter-Governmental Advisory Commission for Refugees, which was
to be submitted to a conference of representatives of a limited number of countries on
October 26th ; the principal points in this Convention were set out in his report.

As regarded finance, it was highly important that the reduction in the funds at the
Office's disposal during the liquidation period should proceed on the gradual scale envisaged
by last year's Assembly. He therefore suggested that the final paragraph of the draft
resolution contained in his report, which read as follows:

" And approves the draft budget submitted by the Office for the financial year 1934",

should be re-drafted in the following form:
" And confirms its approval of the figure of 300,000 francs for 1934 contained in the

liquidation plan adopted by the twelfth Assembly."

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the powers of the Fourth Committee were identical with
those of the Sixth Committee and that, should there be any difference of opinion as to the sum
to be voted, the full Assembly would be called upon to take the necessary decision.

M. POLITIS (Greece) paid a special tribute to the work accomplished by M. Max Huber
during his term of office. Thanks to his efforts, 7,000 Armenians had this year left Greece for
Erivan, where they were now happily settled on their native soil, while nearly I,ooo had left
Bulgaria for the same destination.

M. Politis was very glad indeed to welcome M. Werner to his new office, where he would,
the Greek delegate felt sure, carry on the great tradition established by Dr. Nansen and
maintained by M. Max Huber.

He fully approved M. Antoniade's report. He attached particular importance to the
passage on the draft Convention to ensure the protection of refugees, since it was the duty of
the League of Nations to provide these unfortunate persons with a legal status.

He asked the Rapporteur to include in his draft resolution a paragraph recommending
further study of the possibility mentioned in the body of the report of transferring fresh groups
of Armenian refugees to Erivan. He proposed the following text:

" Requests the Nansen International Office to continue its study of the question of
the possibility of the transfer to Erivan of Armenian Refugees."

M. LANGE (Norway) endorsed all the points made by M. Politis, laying particular stress
on the importance of the draft Convention; this would be of lasting value both during and
after the liquidation of the Nansen Office. He was gratified to note that this year's report fully
met tht therequest made by the Norwegian delegation in previous years that the report on the
work of the Office might contain more details of the practical results achieved.

One point in both the reports before the Committe called for special emphasis-the
statement that the expulsion of refugees was on the increase. He would ask the Committee
whether it considered it morally right for the Assembly unanimously to adopt resolutions
condemning this practice, while at the same time allowing it to happen. He wondered whether
it was, in the circumstances, fitting to mention subject in the resolution to be readopted.

His delegation would vote for the resolution and for the additional paragraph proposed
by M. Politis.

Mlle. FORCHHAMMER (Denmark) endorsed M. Politis's remarks. She emphasised that the
Republic of Erivan was the only place which the Armenians could look upon as a national
home, and she therefore asked Governments, private bodies and individuals to do their utmost
to assist the Office in promoting the return of thee refugees to thefuir native soil.

M. WERNER (Nansen International Office for Refugees) thanked the Rapporteur and the
previous speakers. The statements made by M. Lange and Mile. Forchhammer proved the
interest in the work of the Office shown in those countries less closely concerned with the refugee
problem.

He referred to the very great loss which the Office had suffered in the departure of
M. Max Huber.

Two points in the report now before the Committee deserved special emphasis. The
first was the draft Convention to be discussed at the small conference to be held on October
26th. The text, if adopted, should do much to solve the problems of expulsion, and he hoped
that the countries sending representatives to the conference would provide them with full
powers to sign the necessary documents. The second point was that of finance. The
Governing Body had planned its future work on the basis of the successive annual reductions
envisaged by the twelfth Assembly. He hoped that this rate of reduction would be maintained,
since the Office would find itself gravely hampered were it required to liquidate at a more
drastic rate.

The amendments proposed by M. Politis and by the Rapporteur zewere adopted.
The draft report as a whole was adopted (Annex 2).
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i6. Russian, Armenian, Assyrian, Assyro-Chaldean and Turkish Refugees :
Appointment of a Rapporteur to the Assembly.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) was unanimously appointed Rapporteur to the Assembly
on the question of refugees.

I7. Mandates: General Discussion.

M. LANGE (Norway) reviewed the work of the Permanent Mandates Commission during
the past year.

Among the causes for congratulation was the successful achievement-in spite of financial
deterrents-of two sessions of the Commission. There were thus two reports for the period
under review, both of them raising points on which he desired to comment.

The first was the rather general question of economic equality-better known as the
principle of the " open door "-in A and B mandates. The only objection that could be raised
to the application in the territories under mandate of this open-door principle was the passage
in the B mandates (Article 6) stating that " the Mandatory shall be free to organise essential
public works and services on such terms and conditions as he thinks just". The issue had
been raised in the Commission with reference to the purchase by the Administration of
material and supplies, either for its own use or for purposes of public works. The crux of the
problem was the interpretation to be given to the word "essential ". The Mandates
Commission had, in his view wisely, refrained from giving a hard-and-fast interpretation of the
article involved and had confined itself to settling the practical side of the question. The
Council had endorsed its decision, and M. Lange felt that the Assembly, well aware of the
competence and impartiality of the Mandates Commission, might feel confident that it would
ensure application of the relevant regulations in a manner that would leave the principle of
economic equality unimpaired.

The next point to which attention should be drawn was that of fiscal and Customs unions.
The Mandates Commission had considered this matter in connection with the proposed closer
administrative Customs and fiscal union of the mandated territory of Tanganyika with the
neighbouring British possessions of Kenya and Uganda. Here again he felt that the
Assembly could, with every confidence, endorse the conclusions reached by the Commission.
As was stated in its report to the Council,l the Commission took note that the mandatory
Power had endorsed the opinion of its select committee of both Houses of Parliament that the
time was not yet ripe for such a union, but that in the interests of co-operation the Conference
of the Governors of the different East African territories should be increasingly utilised.
The Commission had expressed the opinion that such a scheme for a closer union would involve
the creation of a political or constitutional union, with the effect of destroying or endangering
for the future the existence of the mandated territory as a distinct entity in international law.
It had further noted with interest the existence of the Conference of Governors, but had
emphasised its view that such a body should not assume executive responsibilities tending to
restrict the necessary autonomy of the mandated territory. A minority of four members had
dissented, refusing to accept a text which seemed to throw doubt upon the exercise of the
rights given to the mandatory Power under Article Io of the mandate, and contending that the
Governors' Conference afforded a valuable and necessary means of consultation in the interests
of their respective territories.

A further cause for congratulation was the final settlement of the frontier between Syria
and Iraq. This, however, raised a question for the future-namely, what means of settlement
should be applied in the case of possible disputes over the decisions of the Boundary
Commission ?

M. Lange then drew attention to the important statements made by the representative
of the mandatory Power for Syria and the Lebanon regarding the development of the
territory and its progress towards a state justifying the grant of independence. The examples,
first of Iraq and now of Syria-whose autonomy might well be an affair, if not of to-morrow,
possibly of the day after-prompted the hope that colonial Powers might one day call upon
the League to take over the trusteeship of their possessions in order that these might follow
the same development.

In conclusion, he would refer to the very favourable economic and financial situation of
Palestine. The budget surplus of more than £I,ooo,ooo sterling which it had been able to
announce in March last was surely the envy of most countries in the world, and both the
mandatory Power and the Jewish and other organisations concerned were to be warmly
congratulated on a very satisfactory state of affairs. The population was increasing both
naturally and thanks to immigration, the number of immigrants for 1933 amounting to
25,000 as against some 9,500 in 1932 and 4,000 in 1931. These immigrants, bringing with them
capital and other resources, were of benefit to Jew and Arab alike, and there was evidence that
the Arab fellah was beginning to imitate the agricultural methods so satisfactorily
inaugurated by the Jewish population.

The successful creation of a National Home for the Jewish people was of special significance
in view of recent events in Germany. The Jews were numerically the most important of the
persons expelled from that country; Palestine, thanks to its present prosperity, provided a
solution for their settlement, and M. Lange had learned on reliable authority that several

1 Document C.406.M.2o9. 933.VI, page I89.
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hundred thousand immigrants could be satisfactorily settled in their Promised Land. He
hoped that the Assembly would take note of this fact.

The Norwegian delegation was particularly gratified at the reports submitted, and
recommended that the special attention of the Assembly should be drawn to the points he
had raised.

M. BENE§ (Czechoslovakia), as Rapporteur to the Council for the question of mandates,
associated himself with M. Lange in congratulating the mandatory Powers and the Mandates
Commission on the valuable work accomplished during the past year.

Referring to the problem of the Jewish emigrants from Germany, he agreed with M. Lange
that, although the subject was one to be dealt with by the Second Committee, it could not be
dissociated from the question of mandates, inasmuch as it affected the immigration of Jews
into Palestine. The mandatory Power and the Mandates Commission were therefore bound to
consider the extent to which the German immigrants could be absorbed into the scheme for
a Jewish National Home.

Count RACZYNSKI (Poland) said that the question of the Palestine mandate was of
particular interest to Poland, not only as a Member of the Council, but as a country in which a
high proportion of the population was Jewish. The new situation which had arisen through
the emigration of thousands of Jews from Germany, an emigration that was still continuing,
placed a very heavy burden on the economic and social machinery, not only of the Jews, but
of a large number of countries which were already struggling to overcome the difficulties of the
present period of depression and unemployment. It was only natural that many of the Jews
in question should be attracted by the possibility of settling in Palestine, which was their
historic home. Moreover, thanks to the unsparing efforts of the Jewish inhabitants in Palestine,
that country had at present achieved a remarkably favourable position. Its capacity for
absorption had greatly increased. There were grounds for anticipating that as many as 25,ooo
to 30,000 Jews would be admitted this year, and the Jewish Agency for Palestine hoped that
in the next four or five years it would be possible to settle between 150,000 and 200,000 Jews
in that country. The Jewish National Home therefore appeared to offer possibilities for at
least a partial solution of the problem of the emigrants from Germany.

At the same time, it must be remembered that Jews from Poland had contributed very
largely to the present prosperity of Palestine, and emigrants from that country as well as from
all others were entitled to expect that the annual immigration quotas allotted to them would be
maintained in the future. It was to be hoped that the mandatory Power would do its utmost
to facilitate the settlement of the Jews in Palestine, taking into consideration the number of
new " candidates " and the appreciable increase in the capacity for economic absorption of the
country. He was convinced that in such an effort the mandatory Power would have the
support, not only of all Jews, but of the Members of the League and the United States of
America.

M. BIANCHERI-CHIAPPORI (Italy) said that the Italian Government always took, and would
continue to take, an interest in the mandate system, and that for two reasons : in the first place,
in its capacity of a colonial Power, it desired to assist the mandatory Powers in all their efforts
to accomplish the "sacred mission " which had been entrusted to them by the Covenant;
secondly, because the mandate system conferred rights which were enjoyed by all the Members
of the League and was an element for peace.

For these reasons, therefore, the Italian Government agreed, not only with the views
expressed by the Norwegian delegate with regard to the principle of economic equality, but
also with all that he had said concerning the question of " Closer Union ", a question, moreover,
in regard to which the Italian representative on the Council had already expressed the Italian
point of view.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) expressed the satisfaction of his delegation at the favourable
report received concerning Palestine, on which he congratulated both the Mandates Commission
and the Jewish organisations. He hoped that the continued prosperity of that country would
enable it to accomplish with success the new and difficult tasks which lay before it. His
Government would give full support to the efforts made in this direction.

Mr. ORMSBY-GORE (United Kingdom), referring to the questions regarding East Africa
which had been raised by M. Lange, stated that, since the report of the Joint Select Committee
of both Houses of Parliament, it had been the deliberate decision of the United Kingdom
Government not to proceed with any organic superstructure for the Closer Union of
Tanganyika, Kenya and Uganda. His Government had never intended to take any action
going beyond Article Io of the mandate, and the Mandates Commission had been assured at
its last session that a constitutional closer union of the three territories was not being
contemplated. The Joint Select Committee, in rejecting the principle of political or
constitutional union, had expressed the .view that it was all the more necessary to endeavour
to ensure as far as possible co-operation and co-ordination in certain economic services-namely,
transport, Customs duties and Customs administration, scientific and technical services and
posts and telegraphs. With regard to the question of posts and telegraphs which had been
considered by the Mandates Commission, it was expected that closer co-ordination would
contribute considerably to the smooth working of the administration of the three territories
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and the efforts made to diminish expenditure without affecting the social services. He would
add that, from personal experience, he had been able to observe the great practical advantage
of avoiding three postal administrations in the region of Lake Victoria, where about half the
population of the three territories was settled and all communications crossed the lake.

As the Italian delegate at the Council had remarked, the Tanganyika territory was
sufficiently large to be a unit in itself. It would always have its own legislature and Governor
and no measure would be taken which would affect the political position of that country as a
unit.

Turning next to Palestine, Mr. Ormsby-Gore associated himself with the tribute paid by
M. Lange to the enterprise and energy of the Jewish immigrants, which had contributed
largely to the present relatively good financial and economic position of the country. Moreover,
the relations between the Jewish and non-Jewish population of the country were better than
ever before. The number of Jews entering Palestine in the first six months of the present
year had been 15,305, as compared with 5,511 in the corresponding period of the previous year.
He hoped that neither the Assembly nor the Council would seek to change in any way the
machinery, which had been well tested by experience, for ensuring that the flow of Jewish
immigration into Palestine should not lead to economic or other reactions. According to that
system, the High Commissioner, in the light of the available data, fixed the quota of
immigrants every six months. Speaking personally, Mr. Ormsby-Gore did not think it
practicable to establish in any way the number to be admitted in the next four or five years.
He might mention that a new allocation would be received very shortly, and he hoped that it
would show some increase on the last numbers allowed.

The Jews entering Palestine came from a large number of countries, and he felt it important
to maintain the practice according to which the allocation of the quotas among emigrants
from various countries was entrusted to the Jewish Agency. He would add that in the last
six months the High Commissioner had authorised a special ante-dated quota of a thousand
certificates to Jews selected by the Jewish Agency in Germany, such certificates being issued
by the British Passport Control Office in Berlin by friendly arrangement with the German
Government. The general problem arising out of the emigration of Jews from Germany was
being dealt with by another Committee. Meanwhile, he would emphasise that Palestine was a
small country and could not alone afford the possibility of an effective solution of the problem,
even if in the next few years an increased number of Jews from Germany were admitted
into Palestine.

M. BERENGER (France) thanked M. Lange for his observations regarding the French
administration of the Syrian mandate and recalled that the Norwegian delegate had
expressed the hope that the evolution of Syria might make it possible for the mandate to be
terminated " to-morrow ", or perhaps " the day after ". The French Government was looking
forward to that consummation of its task in Syria, but M. Berenger felt it important to avoid
the risk of undue haste, particularly in view of recent events which had shown the necessity
of proceeding with caution and moderation.

Referring to the question of the Jewish emigrants from Germany, he urged that the matter
should be considered from all aspects, and that was only possible in the Second Committee.
He agreed with Mr. Ormsby-Gore's warning that a complete solution of the problem must not
be looked for in the scheme for a Jewish National Home. It must be remembered that all
Israelites were not Zionists, that Palestine was a small country with a mixed population, and
that it was essential not to disturb the smooth working of the administration of the mandate.
With a view to the maintenance of peace and civilisation in the Near East, he would urge the
greatest prudence in dealing with the question.

Mr. FREEDMAN (Australia) expressed his delegation's satisfaction at the favourable
position of Palestine, the one country in the whole world which appeared not to have been
affected by the general depression. He associated himself in attributing this success partly
to the mandatory Power and partly to the Jewish Agency and the enterprising energy of the
immigrants.

He did not entirely agree with those who maintained that the question of the emigrants
from Germany was not one for consideration by the Sixth Committee, but held that certain
elements of the problem came definitely within that Committee's scope.

While appreciating the necessity for caution, he sincerely hoped that Great Britain, as the
mandatory Power for Palestine, would take into consideration the new situation which had
arisen within the last six months and study the question of the further development of Palestine.
The unexpectedly large increases in immigration during the past three years proved that the
possibilities of absorption of the country could not be estimated beforehand. He recalled the
reasons for which Great Britain had been entrusted with the mission of establishing the Jewish
National Home. He felt sure that, in considering the new problem which had arisen on the
lines he had indicated, Great Britain would receive the hearty support of all who had the welfare
of humanity at heart.

M. VON KELLER (Germany) referred to his particular interest in the questions concerning
East Africa, in view of the fact that Germany had been the former protecting Power for
Tanganyika.

With regard to the question of the Jews hitherto resident in Germany, the special aspect
of immigration into Palestine was, in his opinion, certainly a matter of interest for the Mandates



22 

Commission, and he thought that special consideration should be given to Mr. Ormsby-Gore's
remarks in this connection. He understood that the German delegation had dealt with the
question in special negotiations.

With regard to the problem as a whole, he would reserve his observations until the matter
had been considered by the Second Committee.

i8. Mandates : Appointment of a Rapporteur.
On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, seconded by Mr. ORMSBY-GORE, M. LANGE (Norway)

was appointed Rapporteur for the question of mandates.

FIFTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, October 3rd, I933, at Io.I5 a.m.

Chairman: M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

I9. Protection of Minorities: General Discussion.
M. VON KELLER (Germany).-The German delegation has submitted to the Assembly a

request to the effect that that part of the annual report which describes the work of the
League in the sphere of the protection of minorities be discussed in the Sixth Committee of
the Assembly.

You have all seen the report, which is in every respect similar to those of previous years.
The criticisms made, both in previous meetings of the Committee and among the general public,
which the report has called forth and which have been directed at the work of the League in
the sphere of the protection of minorities are thus once more fully justified.

During the discussions which have gone on in the last three years, denunciations of the
faults of the system established by the League for the protection of minorities have been heard
from the most varied quarters. Further, a whole series of concrete proposals have been
submitted with the object of improving this procedure. In substance, these proposals were
aimed at speeding up the procedure followed when petitions from minorities are examined by
the Minorities Committee, at guaranteeing a fitting and impartial study of petitions of this
sort and at providing more facilities for consultation of petitioners during the procedure.
These proposals contemplated, further, a large degree of publicity for decisions taken on the
subject of minority questions. In several quarters it has been considered that precisely this
last point is of special importance for the actual protection of minorities. Lastly, there has
been insistence on the fact that, when petitions from minorities are examined, considerations
of a political nature should, in so far as possible, be eliminated. We have therefore proposed,
in order to procure a maximum of impartiality in the procedure, that a permanent body
composed of independent experts should contribute to the making of decisions on subjects
concerning minorities.

I have been glad to see that a number of other States-which have also drafted numerous
suggestions deserving consideration-have been so good as to show an understanding for our
proposals and to give them their support. Indeed, the imperfection of the procedure in
its present form is so obvious that no one can ignore it. But it must at the same time be stated
that divergent suggestions are unfortunately maintained and that the effect is the holding up
of all substantial progress in this field.

Although the faults of the procedure for the protection of minorities and the proposals
made to improve it continue to be before the Committee in their entirety during the present
discussion, I think it is sufficient for the moment to recall to you the statements and
proposals for improvement which, as will be remembered, were made at previous discussions
and for which we may well congratulate ourselves.

But the whole problem of national minorities is not exhausted with the settlement of
questions concerning the procedure of League of Nations bodies in respect of the protection
of such minorities. The essence of the problem lies much deeper. The question at issue is a
spiritual dispute on the principle of nationalities, a dispute which is occupying the attention
of the world to-day. The attitude of the League and its composite bodies towards the question
of the protection of minorities and the discussions which have taken place on subjects of
this nature are only symptoms of the intellectual struggle. I think that it is not enough, in
the long run, to confine our attention to symptoms ; I therefore believe that we must make up
our minds to treat the disease.

Owing to the fact that, as a result of the complicated distribution of peoples and racial
groups in Europe, State frontiers are not identical with racial frontiers, the problem of the
relations between peoples and States has become more and more involved since the problem
of nationality arose during the nineteenth century. The effective proclamation of the right
of peoples to decide their own destinies during the Great War aroused the hope that, when the
States of Europe were re-organised after the war, sufficient account would be taken of the
problem of nationalities, and potential reasons for dispute would, so far as possible, be
eliminated. Such hopes were profoundly disappointed as a result of the boundary arrangements
made under the Treaties of Peace. In order to counterbalance the numerous and extensive
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territories ceded-territories the cession of which it was impossible to justify by appealing to
the principle of nationalities-we were compelled to conclude treaties with the newly created
States and the States to which foreign territory had been allocated; these are the familiar
treaties the object of which is to ensure the protection of the minorities living in the ceded
lands. The intention was, by procedure on these lines, to give those parts of the population of
a State which belong to a different nationality from the rest the chance to retain their
independent existence, as far as culture is concerned, in a foreign environment. It should be
remembered that explicit statements by the League of Nations have declared the protection of
minorities living within certain foreign States to be permanent ; further, it has been stated that
the treaties of protection may not be amended to the prejudice of the protected minorities.

It should be recognised that the Minorities Treaties imply very far-reaching possibilities
in the domain of the protection of minteorities. Unhappily, not only has no practical use been
made of those possibilities; on the contrary, it becomes less and less possible, in the long run,
to avoid the unfortunate impression that the ortaton tt realities of practical politics in this sphere are
growing more and more unlike the ideal which underlay the treaties. In many parts of Europe,
there have been struggles between the members of different peoples ; during these struggles the
minorities have undergone losses particularly noticeable in the economic and cultural fields-
losses of a sort which were unknown during the years preceding the war, despite the
international tension of that time. A great number of incidents of this sort-but by no means
all-have been brought to the notice of the League of Nations by means of petitions. But the
struggle still continues, sometimes in such forms that it is impossible to make them the subject
of a petition to the League, which thus remains completely ignorant.

A factor of special importance in any appreciation of the present state of the problem of
nationalities is the tendency to proceed to a more or less forcible assimilation of the foreign
minorities by the majority population-a tendency which still continues to manifest itself.
The same form of assimilation, however, also existed before the ver thwar, and there is no denying
that there has been resort, for this purpose, to any measures of constraint which the State
concerned may have found at its disposal. Any change of opinion which may be taking place
as regars the assimilation of foreign populations is governed by the fact that the individual
in these days feels himself bound to his ethnic nationality and to the culture with which he is
associated by ties much more close than those of former times. We call this tendency the
avowal of the link with the Volkstum-that is to say, the ethnic nationality. This avowal
expresses the unity of feeling in all those who are bound by common blood or by a common
language, and who enjoy the same civilisation and customs. The members of a nation or an
ethnic group living in a foreign environment constitute, not a total number of individuals
calculated mechanically, but, on the contrary, the members of an organic community, and it
is thus that, at omthe bottom of their hearts, they view themselves. They also desire recognition
as a group where their rights are concerned. The very fact that they belong to a nation
means that the nation in question has a natural and moral right to consider that all its
members-even those separated from the mother country by State frontiers-constitute a
moral and cultural whole.

It is not by chance, nor yet arbitrarily, that the organic nature of a nation and the close
ties which bind the individual to his own people are emphasised with so much insistence.
On the contrary, there is a close interdependence between this fact and the general evolution
of the conceptions of life in every sphere. Any amplification of the details of a remarkable
parallel in evolution might, in present circumstances, be of doubtful value. The point with
which we are really concerned is that of human communities. There we find human beings
making every effort to escape from the misfortune into which they have fallen as a result of
ever-increasing isolation, and reganing a consciousness of the natural ties which bind them to
a community, and in particular to an ethnic nationality-the source from which they derive
the force they require for the preservation of their very existence. It is also in that ethnic
nationality that their moral and cultural roots originate.

Possibly it is among the German people that the evolution to which I have referred has
had a more intensive development than in the case of any other nation; it is thus no chance
emphasis that Germans lay upon the significance oftheh natural ties binding the individual to
his ethnic nationality.

The Chancellor of the German Reich has, in several of his speeches, stressed the fact that
the German people is devotedly attached to the conception of its ethnic nationality, and is
fully aware of the close and indissoluble ties which bind it to all Germans, in no matter what
part of the world they dwell. These statements are inspired by a profound conviction of the
conceptions of life. That same conviction has also meant that the German people has never
ceased to emphasise that the new Germany affords proof of a profound understanding of the
similar sentiments and of the vital interests of other nationalities ; these we are ready to respect.
Hence we have always been prepared to advocate, within the League, not only the protection
of the German minority, but that of all other minorities likewise. This we shall continue to do
in future. We are opposed in principle to any kind of assimilation, because it is our belief
that nations have their own cultural peculiarities and that peoples differ from one another.
The idea of " Germanising " is unknown to us. On the other hand, we intend to resist any
attempt to denationalise Germans, whatever may be their origin.
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It seems to me that many premonitory symptoms exist which suggest that this view is
also beginning to prevail in other countries. The only unfortunate thing is that German
racial groups abroad frequently have occasion to learn, to their sorrow, that foreign nations
are not yet prepared, in principle, to allow the German minorities living among them the
same rights as they claim for themselves and for their own minorities living in other countries.

In the course of the public discussion, the Jewish question has frequently been confused
with the minority question. The Jewish question is a peculiar problem of race, and must not
be connected with the general question of minorities. First and foremost, the Jews in Germany
are neither a linguistic nor a national minority. They do not look upon themselves as such,
and have never expressed any desire to be treated as a minority. The practice of Judaism is
completely free, and the religious question plays no part whatever in the settlement of the
Jewish problem in Germany. In Germany, it is primarily a demographical, social and moral
problem which has been peculiarly aggravated by a mass migration of Jews from Eastern
Europe westwards. It is a problem sui generis, for which, accordingly, a special settlement
will have to be found. Incidentally, I was interested to note, when listening to the remarks
made by certain speakers yesterday on other problems connected with mandates, that it was
agreed, outside Germany, that the Jewish question was a special problem for which solutions
were being sought in a large number of countries.

I have dwelt at some length on these questions of principle because they appear to me to
be of importance for the considerations that are about to follow.

In national minority circles and in the fraction of public opinion which takes an interest
in this matter, and also in the League of Nations, the question has frequently been raised as to
how it would, after all, be possible to make positive progress on the path leading to a satisfactory
development of the protection of minorities.

The first route, that taken latterly-and, moreover, let me say in passing, without the
League's collaboration-is that of the conclusion of bilateral agreements, such as the
agreements between Roumania and Yugoslavia and between Lithuania and Latvia. The
provisions with regard to the protection of minorities in the Concordat between the Holy See
and the German Reich are important, although they are built up on a somewhat different
foundation. True, the preliminary conditions for the effective conclusion of such mutual
agreements do not always exist. They exist only when the two contracting Powers have
similar interests in respect of the protection of reciprocal minorities and when these interests
are more or less identical in weight. In cases, for instance, where the de facto conditions
or the conditions as to establishment or the exigencies of the reciprocal minorities are excessive,
the conclusion of a mutual agreement has very little prospect of success. Nor can it be
expected that an agreement of this nature will bring about a satisfactory solution, in practice,
in cases where there are divergencies between the two contracting Powers as to certain aspects
of the principles relating to the protection of minorities. I mean, with regard to the idea of
racial nationality and its consequences.

With a view to indicating a second path that might be taken, another idea has been put
forward-namely, the generalisation of the protection of minorities under the auspices of the
League. This suggestion was discussed in detail in the Sixth Committee in I930 and in I932.
May I remind you that, if Germany, for her part, did not raise the problem in this Committee,
we nevertheless declared our readiness, once the question had been raised, to discuss it on
positive lines provided all European States agreed to accept this measure of generalisation.
Our view has not changed.

You all know, as a result of the previous debates in the present Committee, that the
obstacles to the solution which we are attempting to find do not exist on the German side.
It is therefore manifest that action must be taken in those places where resistance still exists
to-day. Although, therefore, it is not for Germany to make a newstep in indicating her opinion
once again on this question, I should like, however, to add a few observations which may help
to throw more light on a problem that has never yet been discussed in all its details. We shall,
I believe, be making no headway if the problem as regards Germany is raised solely for tactical
motives, as has hitherto been done in this Committee. It seems to me necessary that the two
opposing camps-because, though I regret to say so, two opposing camps have come into being
with regard to the development of the protection of minorities-should begin by agreeing onthe aspect of principle governing the problem of racial nationality and the rights resulting
therefrom for the different groups of racial nationalities. No really practical solution will,
I think, be found so long as one of the two camps takes a positive attitude in regard to the ideaof racial nationality whereas the other refuses to do so and feels an inmost repugnance to theidea of an autonomous existence, properly assured on the cultural plane, for racial groups of
this kind which differ from the majority of the population in fact or in aspiration. In thismatter, therefore, it would be desirable to achieve agreement on fundamental conceptions.

The third and last road leading to the development of the protection of minorities is thatwhich has previously been very thoroughly discussed in the present Committee: I refer to theimprovement of the League procedure for the protection of minorities. That is, I believe animportant suggestion and it is one that should be borne in mind for the future, because it is
perhaps the easiest and most practicable of them all. I have already stated at the beginning
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of my remarks that the proposed improvements so far put forward in this Committee are all
of them still pending. If I allude once again expressly to these proposals in my conclusion,
it is because I wish to say that, in acting in this way, Germany is still prepared to co-operate
in the development of the protection of minorities. I hope that the present discussion will
help to throw more light on the problem.

M. BARANYAI (Hungary).-Speaking as the representative of a people of whom at least a
third-that is to say, more than three million individuals-are outside the Hungarian State,
it is natural that I, together with the whole Hungarian delegation, should take a special
interest in the development of the weighty problem of the protection of minorities ; the more so
in that the situation of the minorities in general-and of the Hungarian minorities in
particular-still seems to be difficult in the extreme.

Before embarking upon details, I would recall words spoken here by M. Briand at the
Council meeting of December I5th, I928. He had said in the clearest possible way that there
could be absolutely no ground for assuming that the League of Nations or the Council could
become indifferent to the sacred cause of minorities. " It is certain ", he said, " that at no
time can there be any possibility of our becoming indifferent to the sacred rights of minorities."
The present discussion, and the speeches to follow, can scarcely be held under better auspices
than those of the memory of this great statesman.

As regards the competence of the Sixth Committee, which there are at times attempts
to question, I would in justification quote as my authority M. Paul-Boncour, who, at the
Council meeting of May 2Ist, 1932, with reference to a point of procedure, wondered whether
this point would not have to be considered either by the Council or by the Sixth Committee of
the Assembly, should the latter find it necessary to open a discussion, as in the present case,
and as had been the practice in recent years. Lord Cecil too had stated that the Assembly had
the right to deal with all these problems, since Article 3 of the Covenant stipulated that the
Assembly could deal with any matter within the sphere of action of the League.

Representing a country sincerely devoted to the cause of peace, we hold that the League
of Nations, being the guarantor of the Minorities Treaties, is the body qualified to ensure respect
of minority rights and to prepare the way for a good and sincere understanding between the
nations-and in particular the nations of the Danubian basin.

I would also point out that we have no intention of limiting the right of members of the
Council to lay before that body a case of infraction or threatened infraction of the minority
provisions, since this right is inherent in the treaties. As the Tittoni report emphasises,
the Council even has a duty in this respect. It has thereby been entrusted with one of the
greatest responsibilities known to history, in view of the close connection between the
question of the protection of minorities and the new territorial divisions of Central Europe.

At the three previous sessions of the Assembly, the Sixth Committee has undertaken a
detailed study of the way in which the League ensures the protection of minorities. Certain
suggestions have been made with a view to the widest possible application of the existing
system. These discussions in no way constitute an attack against any given country; they
represent, on the contrary, a collective effort to improve both the mechanism of the League
and the relations between minorities and their Governments, with a view to reaching the best
solution for the peace of the world and the good understanding between nations upon which
that peace depends.

Undoubtedly, the Committees of Three-five, in rare cases-represent an appreciable
progress. The efforts made and the work accomplished by certain Minorities Committees
should also be recognised. The method instituted as a result of the Madrid resolutions has
directed this system along lines which it would be well to continue to follow, but the system
must by degrees be strengthened and developed in order ultimately to provide a maximum of
efficiency.

It is, I feel, idle to remind this Committee of the conclusions which the Council reached
at its Madrid session regarding publicity for the results of the examination of a question by
these Committees. Such publicity constitutes a guarantee for the minorities, and would, if
more frequently employed, increase their confidence. Various delegations have stressed this
point at previous discussions. In I93I, Count Apponyi asked that publicity should be the
rule and not the exception. I am quite ready to recognise that there has since been a certain
improvement, for, in I932, twenty-three letters from Committees were published in the
Official Journal, while there were ten publications up till May of this year. In spite of this
fact, public opinion is but partially informed of the results of the examination of petitions
submitted to the League. It is to be supposed that the Committees have, in most cases,
recommended the publication of their conclusions, but without success. The small number
of letters published is probably due to the imposing of a.veto by the Government concerned,
notwithstanding the fact that the Council, at its session in Madrid, expressed a strong hope
that such Governments would, wherever possible, give their assent to publication. As Lord
Cecil has said, the less the secrecy, the less the misunderstanding. It would also be desirable,
as M. Loudon asked in I932, that the letter from the Secretary-General laying the matter before
the Council should always indicate the reasons which guided the Committee.

In this connection, I would draw attention to a very satisfactory innovation. The
Roumanian Government-I am glad to acknowledge this--has given its assent to the
publication in full in the Official Journal of a petition with the observations thereon. The
object of this petition was the position of the schools of the Hungarian minority and, in
particular, the creation by the Roumanian Government of a so-called cultural zone in
Transylvania. The Roumanian Government also gave its consent to the publication in full
of a second petition, dealing with the very difficult situation of the Hungarian minority schools
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in Transylvania; it dealt also with the question of the Roumanian school text-books with an
anti-minority bias used in the State schools, with the cost of construction and upkeep of the
Roumanian State schools borne by the minorities, with the closing of minority schools and with
the inequality of treatment afforded to denominational Hungarian schools. I deeply regret
that the Committees of Three did not feel called upon to bring these petitions to the Council's
notice; they raised questions of great importance to the life and culture of the Hungarian
minority. It is, however, satisfactory that the Committees have at least decided to publish
these important petitions, an act to which the Roumanian Government was good enough to
consent.

Several delegations drew attention last year to the necessity of attempting to speed up
procedure. As one delegate pointed out, the delays in the proceedings often increase the
difficulties, particularly in a case where a fait accompli-for instance, the sale of real property
belonging to a member of the minority, the alienation or distribution of land and forest
belonging to the minorities in favour of individuals or groups belonging to the majority-
hampers the necessary readjustment. This speeding-up is the more necessary in that, at the
Council meeting of September 23rd last, the President, speaking in his capacity of representative
of his own country, thought it highly regrettable that a certain minority question-and a not
really important one-had remained pending for three years without a solution having been
found, and that its consideration had just been postponed yet again to a later date. The
President of the Council had pointed out, and rightly, that this did not increase the authority
of the Council.

As regards the receivability of petitions, perhaps I may give a few statistics : in I93I, II5
petitions out of 131 received were declared non-receivable; between June Ist, I932, and May
3Ist, 1933, twenty petitions out of fifty-seven received by the Secretariat were declared non-
receivable. There is thus an improvement to record. M. Loudon, the Netherlands delegate,
said last year that he hoped that in future it would be possible to give fuller details in the
Official Journal. He also pointed out that it was insufficient merely to state that a petition
had the same object as another petition already dealt with; he argued that a petition should
only be set on one side for this reason when it was clearly proved that absolutely no new
factor was raised. I note with regret that his wish is still unfulfilled.

As regards the position of petitioners, in so far as procedure is concerned, the Secretariat,
as you know, merely sends them an acknowledgment. They are not informed as to the
observations of the Government concerned. Doubtless, the Minorities Committee has
the right to ask for explanations; the Hungarian delegation will 'be very glad to know whether
the Committees have already availed themselves of this right, and, if so, in how many cases.
It would, moreover, be a means of increasing the confidence of various minorities in the League.
Even if the minorities cannot be parties, as is indeed doubtful, it does not follow that the persons
registering the complaint should not continue to give evidence; they have necessarily done so
in depositing their petition. This, however, cannot be done successfully unless the replies
from the Governments are somehow brought to the knowledge of petitioners. It might then
be possible, as Lord Cecil advocated, to hear the petitioners, not in their capacity as petitioners,
but as-persons fitted to give evidence.

Under existing procedure, the petitioner is never heard either by the Council or by the
Committees ; he remains in ignorance of the reply of his Government; his statements are often
denied in the Government replies, while he is given no chance to defend himself and, indeed,
his good faith is sometimes questioned. But the petitioner immediately becomes somebody,
an authority to whom reference is made at a public meeting of the Council (for instance, on
September 23rd),if his views, which are then quoted, coincide with those of his Government in
desiring an adjournment of the examination of his petition.

The disappointment felt as a result of inadequate protection has become so severe that
some minorities appear recently to have given up sending petitions to the League. The true
cause is their discouragement and not any improvement in their condition.

While still on the subject of petitioners, I should like to remind you that last year in this
Committee the Yugoslav delegate told us that, while some petitioners resided in the various
countries concerned, there were others whom he described as " professionals ". It is not my
intention to defend these professionals, if they really exist, but it might be of interest to make
a small investigation on the basis of petitions communicated to the Governments and to ask
which are the States whose citizens, residing in their countries, freely present petitions to the
League, and which are the States whose subjects send petitions only very rarely or not at all.
Would abstention prove that the condition of the minorities was really so good that they saw
no need to send petitions ? I venture to doubt it.

I should like to mention another suggestion for the improvement of procedure. At the
previous discussions, many speakers advocated the setting-up of a permanent minorities
commission. The Hungarian delegation thinks that, as a start, a trial might be made by
setting up a commission of experts which, like the Committees, would be at the disposal of the
Council. The protection of minorities demands special qualifications. A commission of that
kind would have to consist of experts in ethnography, law, languages, history, economics,
finance and theology. Its constitution would not infringe the treaties in force nor would it
mean any fundamental change in the present procedure. The League of Nations has at present
many committees or sub-committees (I note in passing that once there was one entitled
" Comite international des recherches des parties molles ", acommittee of experts appointed
by the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation) ; but the problem of minorities, described by
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Viscount Cecil as one of vast importance and by M. Loudon as one that might be a source of
trouble to the world, has no special commission.

Many questions might be more easily solved with the help of expert advice. May I give
you a few examples ? Should the erection of a Roman Catholic church, started in May I9I4 in
a town where 87 per cent of the population is Catholic, be stopped since I92I because an
Orthodox cross, revered by the small Orthodox minority of the town, stands a few metres
distant ? Theologians and specialists in canon law seem to be fitted to decide whether a
Catholic church should remain unfinished in this twentieth century because of the nearness of
that Orthodox cross, which is, moreover, also symbol of the sufferings and crucifixion of our
Lord. To take another case : ethnographers and philologists seem to be indicated as judges of
the grounds of a petition complaining, inter alia, that a central Government has allowed a state
of affairs to arise in the schools of a territory which I would venture to qualify as linguistic
anarchy, for (I) the language of the people, (2) the allied language of a neighbouring people,
(3) the language of a great nation, also akin, and lastly (4) the official language of the country,
co-exist in the schools. This territory, moreover, should have been organised since I920 as a
self-governing unit with the widest autonomy compatible with the unity of the country and
should have had a parliament; but this autonomous unity, parliament and wide powers of
self-government are still inexistent. Lastly, if there were doubts, linguists or anthropologists
could rationally solve the following problems, raised in one petition : Can a Hungarian child,
the son of a Protestant father and Uniate mother, be excluded from the Hungarian school
because of his mother's religion, or another child because his maternal grandmother was
Roumanian, or another, also Hungarian, because his family name sounds as much Roumanian
as Hungarian? All such questions could be referred, for their opinion or decision, to the
specialists on a commission, which would afford guarantees of stability and be of permanent
and continuous value. It would ensure the uniform application of the Minorities Treaties and
would gradually create a jurisprudence of its own.

I do not want to take up too much of your time in further discussion of the Secretariat's
work. I will mention, however, that it has published two collections: one containing the texts
of the provisions and the other the resolutions and Minutes. I think it would be desirable to
continue these publications. For instance, to give a better interpretation of the Minorities
Treaties, it would be worth while publishing the Minutes of the New States Committee of the
Peace Conference, where the treaties were framed-they would throw a vivid light on the
intentions of those who framed them. Their drafting was, moreover, reviewed -by the
Committee created by the Council resolution of March 7th, I929, which prepared the Madrid
resolutions. Statistical and ethnological publications from official or scientific sources would
greatly facilitate the work of the Committees, which, so far as I know, have no public documents
on the existence, number, location, history or living conditions of a particular minority.
If such documents existed, the Committees would not, as I am credibly informed, be obliged
to apply to the Government departments for all the details which come out during the
examination of petitions, and it would perhaps furnish greater guarantees of accuracy than
information secured ad hoc.

Technical improvements, however, are not enough to solve the problem of minorities.
The duty of the League of Nations is to give to millions of people the feeling that they are not
left without protection in their fight for the preservation of their culture, their language, their
institutions, their schools, their own life-in a word, the spiritual bonds which connect them
with their brothers by race.

I do not propose on this occasion to make a detailed study of special cases. I would
merely state that the situation of many minorities, in our opinion, is anything but satisfactory.
In some countries, domestic legislation is incompatible with the provisions of the Minorities
Treaties. The question of nationality, the cause of so many personal disagreements and
hardships, is not settled in conformity with the treaties, and a feeling of uncertainty or even
of menace hangs over the heads of thousands of citizens belonging to another race. There
are countries where minorities are de facto excluded from parliamentary life; there are others
where, by appropriate methods, by electoral engineering, the number of their representatives
far from corresponds to their proportion in the country. In some States, the law prohibits
the formation of a general or regional minority party. The agrarian reform carried out in
several Danubian countries has often excluded members of the minorities from its benefits,
or has only allowed them to profit to a slight extent. Not only the outspoken declarations
made by politicians of certain countries, but also the facts themselves, prove that these agrarian
reforms were as much political as social measures. .There are States where minority nationals
have not the same freedom of movement as members of the majority; they are not given a
passport, for instance. In others, Churches whose members are drawn exclusively from the
majority are given advantages in every field. Those churches attended more by the minority
do not, in general, receive a fair share of the sums which may be allocated out of public funds
in the State budget for educational, religious or benevolent purposes. The use of minority
languages in court proceedings is not always permitted or the facilities formerly granted are
in various ways evaded-for instance, by the regrouping of judicial districts so as to prevent the
formation of judicial areas of one minority language. According to the treaties, in towns or
districts where a large proportion of minority citizens reside, the State should allocate to them
a fair portion of the State budget for educational purposes. Yet very few confessional schools
receive subsidies in this part of Europe, while the Government subsidises or maintains schools
opened for the children of refugees alien to the country. It would be superfluous to enumerate
all the collective or individual injustice suffered, though mention should also be made of the
sorry position of pensioners belonging to minorities.
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I would like to make one suggestion and to close therewith. According to the resolution
of September 2ist, I92I, the Secretary-General has to collect information regarding the way in
which the Minorities Treaties are executed. I am sure that there is valuable information
already in existence, collected more particularly during the journeys of the Director of the
Minorities Section, now one of our Deputy Secretaries-General, for whose distinguished personal
qualifications and gifts the Hungarian delegation has a deep appreciation. I presume that
the future Director, who is an authority on the subject, will also, as this resolution states, collect
information on the way in which the Minorities Treaties are executed and in which the members
of the minorities fulfil their duties towards their country. I have the honour to suggest that
all this information should in future be annexed each year to the Secretary-General's report.

I have intruded on your valuable time, and I apologise accordingly; but we must from time
to time think of those who are absent, for they are not always wrong. The national minorities
may in future become links between the nations; they could be factors in a rapprochement.
But, if co-operation is to develop between the nations and peace be assured to them, justice
must prevail.

M. BERENGER (France).-I will, if need be, submit later, on behalf of France, any further
remarks I may have to make on the nature of the racial problem raised by the German
delegation. To-day, I propose merely to stress the constancy with which the German
delegation, in accordance with its traditional method, has, this year again, brought up the
question of minorities for discussion in the Sixth Committee.

If we refer to the discussions in the Council, of which the Minutes provide the principal
subject-matter of our study, we might suppose that the German delegation had changed its
policy in regard to the protection of minorities. We might feel that it was less firmly convinced
-to deal only with the procedure-of the importance of placing the widest possible
interpretation on the League's competence in this matter, permitting all minority petitions,
even those of a most individualistic character, to reach the League and of giving the widest
possible publicity to the measures taken by a State to correct any breaches which the Council
might have found to exist. We can, I think, regard the'statements just made by M. von Keller
as indicating a veritable, but perfectly comprehensible, evolution on the part of Germany-an
evolution of which we take note.

Among the minorities questions handled during the year, the Bernheim petition from
Upper Silesia deserves special attention, for two reasons which markedly differentiate that case
from the majority of those which the Council has had to examine hitherto.

In the first place, the Council was not faced with, so to speak, an indirect breach, due to
the tendentious interpretation of a law which is in conformity, in its principles, with the
treaties, but with a categorical affirmation of principles which are in themselves at variance
with the principles laid down in the Minorities Treaties.

Secondly-and it is this which shows up even more clearly the special nature of the
Bernheim case-the Council, which is competent only as regards the protection of minorities
in one particular area of a big State, has none the less had to examine a general law applicable
also in the rest of the Reich. In finding, therefore, that a breach had been committed in that
area, it ipso facto established that the general law of the Reich, of which it could only take
cognisance in so far as it concerned Upper Silesia, was formally at variance with the principles
laid down by the treaties governing the protection of minorities.

The Council was not called upon this year, under the terms of its standing orders, to offer
any observations upon this general law. The Assembly, however, as we know, has a far wider
mandate, since its competence is derived, not from the Minorities Treaties, but from the general
rules contained in Article 3 of the Covenant. On the basis of the principles enunciated in that
article, one of our predecessors, the Sixth Committee of the I922 Assembly, found it possible
to lay down the general rules by which the framework of the treaties has been enlarged and
which I should like, with your permission, to call to the attention of our I933 Sixth Committee
to-day:

" The Assembly expresses the hope that the States which are not bound by any legal
obligations to the League with respect to minorities will nevertheless observe in the
treatment of their own racial, religious or linguistic minorities at least as high a standard
of justice and toleration as is required by any of the treaties and by the regular action of
the Council."

On the basis of this fundamental recommendation, I will for the moment confine myself
to asking the German delegation how it reconciles the laws of the Reich, which the Council has
had to examine in connection with the Bernheim case, with the treaties on which the League is
founded, and more particularly with Article 67 of the Upper Silesia Convention, which
reproduces Article 7 of the Minorities Treaties and which I should like to read by way of
conclusion:

" All German nationals shall be equal before the law and shall enjoy the same civil
and political rights without distinction as to race, language or religion.

" Differences of religion, creed or confession shall not prejudice any German national
in matters relating to the enjoyment of civil or political rights, as, for instance, admission
to public employments, functions and honours, or the exercise of professions and
industries."

M..SANDLER (Sweden).-As has been the custom for some years past, the part of the annual
report dealing with minorities questions has been referred to the Sixth Committee. This
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excellent custom gives us an opportunity to examine the League's activity in this field and to
intimate our opinion on the whole of the questions connected with the protection of minorities.

The Council's action in this sphere concerns solely the application of the special treaties
binding a limited number of the League's Members. As representative of a Government
which has for a long time taken no part in the Council's work, I obviously have no experience
acquired at the Council table. Having, however, consulted the published material and the
Minutes of the discussions in this Committee, and after hearing the observations of colleagues
with more authority than I have to deal with the matter, I shall merely say that I favour the
suggestion for a reasonable improvement of the procedure in force for examining petitions from
minorities.

The question of the protection of minorities has, however, developed greatly in recent years,
and it now assumes a wider aspect, which it would, I think, be judicious to consider. Last
year, I followed the discussion in this Committee with much interest. That discussion, so
moderate in tone and so instructive in content, did good work by preparing the ground.
Since that time, events have hurried forward and the question whether the protection of
minorities should be contemplated on a more general plane has been raised with even greater
force.

During the past year, the Council had to consider a minorities petition which was not in
itself of great moment and which it could have settled without difficulty. The question,
however, formed part of a far wider and more important minorities problem. I have in mind
the consideration by the Council of certain discriminatory measures taken against the
Jewish minority in Upper Silesia, concerning which a certain M. Bernheim had petitioned the
Council.

This breach of the provisions of a minorities protection treaty was settled by the Council
in a way which does it honour and which might be taken as a precedent and as a model for
the settlement of other similar questions. As, however, several members of the Council
pointed out during the debate on the question, the latter is only one part of the far more
important problem of the position of the Jewish minority. The French Government's
representative, for instance, M. Paul-Boncour, stated that he would not be completely frank
with himself nor with the Council if he did not say that., all the same, this particular case was
only one aspect of a more general and more moving problem and that the League, which had
shown such legitimate anxiety for the rights of minorities belonging to nationalities living
within other frontiers, could not really ignore the rights of a race scattered through all countries.
The representative of Norway, M. Lange, expressed himself in the same sense. Several
members of the Council stated on the same occasion that they favoured a generalisation of
minority rights.

The handling of this question and the observations offered in this connection afford a
glimpse of a wider problem connected with protection than that raised by the special treaties.
It raises, in fact, a special aspect of a question of wide scope. If, for a moment, we look
outside the framework of the special treaties, we find minorities of all sorts. No one could
contest the complexity of the problems raised by the question of minorities protection studied
on the general plane. The time has however come, I think, to take up this very delicate matter
and to make preparations for the future in a spirit of wise but persevering conciliation.

A distinction must certainly be drawn between the existing law-in regard to which the
best possible means of application should be sought-and the principles of a broader nature
which have not as yet the character of legal undertakings, but which have, since I922, been
recognised as moral obligations by the Members of the League. The time is now drawing near
for serious consideration of the possibility and means of converting these principles into more
far-reaching undertakings.

The problem of minorities presents two aspects. There is first the case of a minority
belonging to a people represented, and perhaps mainly represented, by an independent State.
The other case is that of minorities belonging to peoples having no State (Jews, Assyrians,
Armenians and others). The special treaties draw no legal distinction between these two
cases. The Bernheim petition and the report adopted by the Council provide a clear example
of this. It is, moreover, more than evident that the two cases mentioned above are both covered
by the Assembly resolution of I922, to which I have already referred and which the speaker
who preceded me read to the Committee.

It seems to me well to draw attention to this resolution, and I therefore suggest to the
Committee that it should endorse it afresh. Such action would add nothing to the legal
obligations already binding States; the decision was taken, and the moral obligation entered
into, more than ten years ago. Certainly, no one would wish to take a backward step; we
must, on the contrary, frankly ask ourselves whether we are not prepared to take a step forward.

I am convinced that we must consider closely and in all seriousness both the possibility
and the means of converting principles already adopted into legal undertakings. Obviously,
the various aspects of this question must, if we wish to take this course, be considered by some
special body. Though I will not for the moment define my Government's attitude by
submitting more detailed proposals, I feel that I must throw some light upon the situation in
order to see where we stand. I would therefore like to consult my colleagues on the idea of
undertaking forthwith a serious study of the whole question. I will confine myself here and
now to assuring you that the Swedish Government would gladly welcome any such study.

In conclusion, I must emphasise that, in my opinion, so difficult a task demands an
atmosphere favourable to the end in view. Our work should in no way serve to excite and so



- 30 -

to cause harm amongst any minority, whether assimilated or non-assimilated, well-treated or
not. We must achieve a good understanding both between minority and majority within the
States and between the States themselves. If this work is to succeed, it must be undertaken
in a spirit of confidence. Has the idea ripened sufficiently during its recent evolution to
permit of immediate preparation for its realisation? This is the question. For my part,
I may say that I hope so.

Count RACZYNSKI (Poland), before reading the statement which he had to make, desired
to refer to the impression made upon the Polish delegation by the speeches already delivered.
He paid a tribute to the Swedish delegate, who had touched upon a question which had often
been debated both in the Sixth Committee and elsewhere by the representatives of Poland
and the other "minority" countries. This question, though so often discussed, had up to the
present made no progress towards a solution. There was no doubt, however, that an idea could
not live and prosper unless assisted in its development. If, in actual fact, considerations
affecting their immediate interest carried more weight, in the eyes of the States concerned,
than the necessity of recognising and endorsing these principles, the outlook was indeed black.
In view of this fact, he had, in preparing his statement, been unable to avoid a certain
pessimism which he was now glad to be able to eliminate. The statement made by the
Swedish delegate had revealed to him that new and progressive ideas were being formed; it
was to be hoped that these would later lead to genuine progress.

Turning to the statement made by the German delegate, Count Raczynski pointed out that
on one point there was, so to speak, a certain harmony between the goal which the Sixth
Committee was anxious to achieve and a suggestion made by M. von Keller. This did not
mean that the Polish delegation supported and wholly endorsed all the deductions made by the
Reich representative, but the fact was that a certain harmony existed. These deductions had
appeared to Count Raczyniski to be based somewhat on tactical considerations. They appeared
to him-he confessed it-to be somewhat complicated and to a certain degree artificial.
In this connection, he associated himself with the moving words of the French delegate.

The Polish standpoint had been the same for many years, and had been taken up by other
Polish delegates before him; though he might run the risk of bringing reproach upon his
country, he could not withdraw the statements made by his predecessors, and, in particular,
by M. Zaleski.

Count Raczynski then read the following statement:
"In preparing to speak in the discussion which begins to-day in this Committee, I have been

led to peruse the Minutes of the periodical discussions which have taken place in previous
Assemblies.

" I have found one very characteristic point of resemblance in all these discussions. Almost
every year, certain States have been at pains to suggest innovations and improvements in the
system of the protection of minorities; and it is certain that, in all cases, these suggestions have
been put forward by States which, not being themselves subject to this system, have been
eager for its application to the others. These suggestions have been mainly in connection
with procedure.

"On the other hand, the so-called minority States have always been opposed-and have
objected with a vigour which I find altogether intelligible-to these reforms which did not in
any way originate in an endeavour to develop a regime of an exceptional character into a
general system binding on all the civilised States of the world. Yet it is only on this condition
that the protection of minorities can acquire that permanence and authority which it at
present lacks and for which no amendments of procedure can provide a substitute.

"In re-reading, in particular, the objections raised on frequent occasions by the
representatives of Poland, I find that they cover the whole of the traditional ground we are
traversing to-day and have so often traversed at previous Assemblies.

" I am anxious to spare the Committee excessive quotations, and will confine myself,
accordingly, to last year's debate, when M. August Zaleski made the following observations
on the subject of procedure:

" Poland cannot fall in with the desire of certain delegates who wished to institute a
discussion on the application of, and possible modifications in, the existing procedure for
the protection of minorities.'

"He then reminded the Committee that it was the Council, in agreement with the minority
States themselves, and not the Assembly, which was alone competent in the matter of
procedure.

" Shortly afterwards, discussing the underlying causes which governed and dominated the
whole problem, he said :

" .. . he would personally be very glad to discuss, either in the Assembly or in
the Sixth Committee, all the aspects of the minorities problem throughout the world.
Such a discussion, however, could only be based on the universal acceptance of a
uniform system for the protection of minorities. That indeed would be a striking
indication of equality and justice in that sphere.

" Having said this, he would revert to essential matters and state his opinion as to
the moral foundations on which the whole edifice of the protection of minorities reposed.
Public opinion was becoming increasingly interested in these discussions. It was asking
questions which they must make up their minds to answer, otherwise they would be giving
rise to uneasiness. The rights of minorities had to be protected : in other words, the
weak had to be protected against the prepotence of the strong. That was an



incontestable truth, and it might be said without exaggeration that the inclusion of this
duty in the political charter of the international community would constitute considerable
progress along the path of civilisation. The League's lofty mission of protecting minorities
could not completely satisfy the world conscience unless two preliminary conditions were
fulfilled : first, that all minorities, without any exception whatever, should be accorded
protection; and, secondly, that the claims of minorities must never be inspired by reasons
foreign to their real object.

"The first stipulation which world conscience would be entitled to insist upon was
that, in countries not subject to minorities obligations, whose representatives felt called
upon to be the defenders of justice, the position of minorities should be such as to be above
all criticism. True, absolutely homogeneous States consisting solely of citizens of the
same race and religion formed the ideal political unit-and when he said "ideal ", he meant
that the full realisation of such a desideratum was beyond the scope of practical politics.
There were no absolutely homogeneous States. For that reason, he ventured to point out
to the Netherlands representative the danger of statements such as he had made, as
frequently it was precisely the question of the existence of the minority problem which
was used as an argument between the Government and a part of its population. In
almost every country, there existed communities which might, to a greater or less extent,
be termed minorities. In some cases, these minorities were of purely theoretical interest,
but in others they formed compact groups and raised indisputable problems with which
it was impossible to deal, because the best-founded complaints always evoke the same
reply "The League of Nations cannot deal with this question, because the State
complained of is not subject to minorities obligations." . . . And yet justice was, or
ought to be, the same for all : nothing but equal justice could invest the League with the
moral authority indispensable to enable it to act . .

" A year has passed since the utterance of these words. They reflect faithfully what we
feel in studying at close quarters, not only the working of the minorities machinery, but also
the moral foundations on which it was established. But M. Zaleski's words have not had the
results which we have been expecting for years past; and not a single step forward has been
made in the direction of what is none the less an essential development.

" We are told that the public opinion of the world has developed. It has certainly had ample
reason to do so. It has been in a position to observe-not merely in theory-that the system
for the protection of minorities is extremely unbalanced and that, fragmentary and incomplete
as it is, it cannot arrest or preclude great injustices.

"But this, you will recognise, is not enough. It is essential that we should make real
progress. The lines along which such progress should be made are already indicated. They
point in the direction of the generalisation of minorities obligations. If this time we are not
disappointed, if the States here assembled are not content to discuss in the abstract duties to
be imposed on others but have the courage to assume such duties themselves, they will not only
prevent the weakening of the present system, but will be laying the foundations of a durable
organisation.

"It is in this spirit, and with the hope of meeting with support and encouragement on the
part of this Committee for the realisation of an idea which is in entire conformity with the
spirit of the Covenant of the League of Nations, that I have the honour to submit the following
draft resolution:

"The Assembly of the League of Nations,
" 'Considering that the Minorities Treaties at present in force and the declarations

with regard to the international protection of minorities made before the Council by certain
States are binding only on some of the Members of the League of Nations, while other
Members of the League still remain free of all legal obligations on the subject ;

" Believing that such a state of affairs affords an international guarantee only to
certain minorities, and leaves without international protection other minorities who are
unable in any case to appeal to the League of Nations;

" Considering that such a distinction between protected and unprotected minorities
conflicts with the sense of equity and justice;

"Taking into account the fact that those minorities of race, language or religion which
are not covered by the present system of minorities protection, but have the same moral
right as the protected minorities to the protection of the League of Nations, are to be
found in practically all European and extra-European countries:

" Affirms that the present conditions of the international protection of minorities
are not in accordance with the fundamental principles of international morality, and
considers that this state of things should be remedied by the conclusion of a genieral
Convention on the Protection of Minorities. Such Convention should involve identical
obligations for all Members of the League of Nations, and should ensure international
protection to all minorities of race, language or religion;

" Requests the Council accordingly to appoint a Committee of Enquiry to study the
problem and submit a draft general Convention on the Protection of Minorities to the
next session of the Assembly.' "

The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.
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SIXTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, October 4th, I933, at IO.5 a.m.

Chairman: M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

20. Protection of Minorities: General Discussion (continuation).

M. FRANGULIS (Haiti).-The speakers who have preceded me have studied the problem
of minorities and of its generalisation so clearly that my task is greatly simplified.

In the course of the discussion on the report on the work of the League during the past
year, I had the honour to observe that the problem of minorities and the disputes to which it
gives rise are largely due to the absence of a declaration of the rights and duties of nations
which should have been included in the Covenant. Most of the Constitutions which arose
from the great upheavals of the eighteenth century contain declarations of the rights and duties
of citizens as appertaining to the new societies founded. Contemporary Constitutions have to
a certain extent followed these lines, but in the Covenant-the document which governs the
relations between the various States Members of the League of Nations-we find nothing of
that kind.

At the present time, the rights of minorities-that is, the rights of a certain category of
citizens belonging to a certain category of States-are brought definitely within the scope of
international law by the following diplomatic instruments:

There are, first, the special treaties known as the Minorities Treaties signed at Paris during
the Peace Conference by Poland, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Roumania and Greece.

Then there are certain special chapters inserted in the Peace Treaties which ensure the
protection of minorities in Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey.

Finally, there are declarations made with the same object before the Council of the
League of Nations by Albania, Estonia, Finland, Latvia and Lithuania.

Thus, fifteen out of the fifty-six States belonging to the League have assumed obligations
with regard to minorities.

These obligations were not considered to prejudice in any way the national sovereignty
of the States undertaking them; but, being assumed at the time when extended territories
were conferred on these States, they were regarded as the natural consequence of the evolution
of international law and a token of its supremacy.

It could not, in fact, be maintained that international obligations freely assumed by
States could affect the essential principles of their national and international sovereignty.

Article 2 of the Treaties for the Protection of Minorities contains model provisions which
recognise the principle of the " rights of man ". The treaty with Poland states:

"Poland undertakes to assure full and complete protection of life and liberty to all
inhabitants of Poland without distinction of birth, nationality, language, race or religion.
All ' inhabitants ' of Poland shall be entitled to the free exercise, whether public or private,
of any creed, religion or belief whose practices are not inconsistent with public order or
public morals."

The first article of all the treaties recognises as " a fundamental law that no law, regulation
or official action shall conflict or interfere with these stipulations, nor shall any law, regulation
or official action prevail over them ".

The authors of these stipulations had considered that the time had come when the rights
of men as individuals should no longer be subject to the arbitrary authority of the State.

As far as States which have not concluded special minority treaties are concerned, it
cannot be said that their own sovereignty would be affected by their assuming obligations with
regard to minorities. It is, indeed, impossible-it would be contrary to the fundamental
principle of the equality of States which is recognised by all Members of the League of Nations-
to hold that what is an obligation for one category of States constitutes a violation of the
sovereignty of another category of States in the same League. The founders of the League of
Nations fully realised that in that League the principle of equality must be firmly maintained,
and the spiritus rector, President Wilson, had prepared a text which he intended to form
Article 21 of the Covenant, stating:

" The High Contracting Parties agree that they will not interfere with the free
exercise of any creed, religion or belief whose practices are not inconsistent with public
order or public morals, and that no person within their respective jurisdictions shall be
molested in life, liberty or the pursuit of happiness by reason of his adherence to any such
creed, religion or belief."

Lord Robert Cecil, going still further and clearly contemplating the question of sanctions
against any State which should exceed its rights with regard to its own citizens, proposed the
following text:

" Recognising religious persecution and intolerance as fertile sources of war, the
High Contracting Parties agree that political unrest arising therefrom is a matter of
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concern to the League and authorise the Executive Committee (i.e., the Council), wherever
it is of opinion that the peace of the world is threatened by the illiberal action of the
Government of any State towards the adherents of any particular creed, religion or belief,
to make such representations or take such other steps as will put an end to the evil in
question."

Baron Makino, the Japanese delegate, considering the question from the point of view of
principles, asked for the addition to Article 21 of the following text:

" The equality of nations being a basic principle of the League of Nations, the High
Contracting Parties agree to accord as soon as possible to all alien nationals of States
Members of the League equal and just treatment in every respect, making no distinction,
either in law or in fact, on account of their race or nationality."

It will be seen that the authors of the Covenant were inspired by the wisdom which is
found in the ideas of Emmanuel Kant, the French revolution, the rights of man, the
constitutional liberties of the British school and the principle of the respect of nationalities
proclaimed by Mancini.

Although it was found impossible, owing to opposition, to incorporate these lofty ideals in
full in the Covenant, the spirit animating its authors is reflected in this document which governs
our relations as Members of the League. And so the third Assembly, in a fundamental
resolution of which we were reminded yesterday by the French representative, M. Berenger,
solemnly proclaimed, on September 2Ist, I922, " the hope that those States which are not
bound by any legal obligations to the League with respect to minorities will nevertheless
observe in the treatment of their own racial, religious or linguistic minorities at least as high
a standard of justice and toleration as is required by any of the treaties and by the regular action
of the Council ".

That is the solemn proclamation of an engagement binding on all Members of the League
without exception, whether they have signed a minority treaty or not.

These provisions are impersonal and general in character and they apply to all the citizens
of a State without distinction. To complete, however, the list of diplomatic instruments
I have enumerated, I should add that, on May I5th, I922, a Convention between Germany and
Poland, the formal undertakings of which, contained in Article 67, were recalled to us yesterday
by the representative of France, was concluded for the purpose of providing special protection
for Upper Silesia. The same applies to the Convention of May 5th, I924, concerning the Memel
Territory.

Lastly, with regard more particularly to the Jewish question mentioned by various earlier
speakers, I should like to quote again the actual words of the preamble to the mandate for
Palestine, which is dated July 24th, I922:

" The Council of the League of Nations 

" Whereas the Principal Allied Powers have also agreed that the Mandatory shoudl
be responsible for putting into effect the declaration originally made on November 2nd,
19I 7, by the Government of His Britannic Majesty, and adopted by the said Powers,
in favour of the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, it
being clearly understood that nothing should be done which might prejudice the civil and
religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political
status enjoyed by Jews in any other country . . .

It was therefore solemnly proclaimed by the Council of the League, in the actual mandate
creating the State of Palestine, and by the mandatory Power, the British Government, which
is responsible for the execution of the mandate, that no prejudice would be done to the rights
of Jewish communities, not only in Palestine, but also to the rights possessed by Jews in all
other countries.

Fifteen years' experience has shown that the system of minorities, being restricted and
imperfect, either in its procedure or in its stipulations, is not giving the satisfactory results
which might have been anticipated. The League of Nations cannot remain indifferent to the
situation. Public opinion all over the world demands action. The accomplishment of its
high task is everywhere imperatively solicited. There are re two directions in which it must take
action in order to meet the requirements of human conscience :

The first is the principle of the generalisation of the rights of minorities, which has been
advocated here by a large number of delegations.

The second is that, in view of the fact that there is not only one category of citizens of a
State, described as a minority, which deserves attention, but that all the citizens of which
human communities are made up are entitled to the same freedom and the same protection,
the League of Nations must consider the problem as a whole from the aspect of the rights
of man-that is to say, of the rights which men possess as such, whether they belong to a
minority or a majority-and it must seek the solutions which are necessary, in accordance

3
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with the draft resolution proposed by the Haitian delegation. I have the honour to table
again that resolution, which reads as follows:

"The fourteenth Assembly of the League of Nations,
"Considering:
"That the Minorities Treaties concluded in I9I9 and I920 by the principal Allied and

Associated Powers bind a certain number of States to respect the rights of men and of
citizens;

" That the principle of the international protection of the rights of men and of
citizens, solemnly affirmed in the Minorities Treaties, is in harmony with the legal.
sentiments of the world of to-day;

"That, accordingly, the generalisation of the protection of the rights of men and of
citizens is highly desirable;

"That at the present time these rights might be so formulated as to ensure that
every inhabitant of a State should be entitled to the full and entire protection of his life
and liberty, and that all citizens of a State should be equal before the law and enjoy the
same civil and political rights, without distinction of race, language or religion:

" Expresses the hope that a world convention ensuring the protection and respect of
such rights may be drawn up under the auspices of the League of Nations."

This constitutes the generalisation of the rights of man as already laid down in Article 2
of the Minorities Treaty. The equality of rights arising therefrom will be one of the greatest
boons which can be conferred on humanity as a whole.

With your permission, I should like to tell you what a distinguished representative of
Canada, Senator Dandurand, said to me a few years ago. "The British general who
conquered Canada promised the Canadian general of French origin that Great Britain would
give the Canadians her protection. 'No !' replied the Canadian general. 'We don't want your
protection, we want equality of rights for all citizens without distinction before the law.'"
This equality was granted, and to-day Canada, united in a single nation and indissolubly
linked up, although composed of elements of different origins, constitutes one of the finest
examples of the benefits of this equality. Switzerland is also a magnificent example of the
truth of this precept.

I do not think it does the League of Nations harm to hear one or two bold ideas in this
connection, and I remember with emotion Aristide Briand's words from the platform of the
Assembly, when he told us, in connection with the European Union which had met with so
much resistance at first, that it would be fatal for the League of Nations to shut out the
vivifying breath of new ideas and new institutions.

In this way, our Assemblies can avoid retaining too formal a character and can become an
institution answering to the deepest aspirations of the countries of the world and of humanity
as a whole.

Mr. ORMSBY-GORE (United Kingdom).-I had intended at an early stage in this debate to
bring forward some small proposals which had been prepared in advance by the United
Kingdom delegation, dealing solely with the question of publicity with regard to the final
decisions taken by the League in connection with the minorities question. However, when
I had heard the opening speech of the German delegate, I saw at once that he had opened up
far wider issues than I had realised would be brought up in this Committee, and I realised,
further, that it was essential that the representative of the United Kingdom should say
something regarding the propositions brought forward by the German delegate.

At the close of his speech, the German delegate said that, " in this matter, it would be
desirable to achieve agreement on fundamental conceptions ", and I must tell him quite
frankly, having studied his speech as well as heard it, that, as far as I am concerned, there is
not any basis of agreement. We approach this question, perhaps inevitably, from a different
angle and from a different point of view.

In our view, the system of guarantees of the rights of minorities was initiated at the time
of the Peace Conference, when it was decided to create new independent States or increase
the territory of existing States. These operations involved the placing of a minority under
the rule of a Government which had never before exercised authority over it. It has always
been recognised, at any rate by us, that there are two aspects of the minority problem : first,
the necessity of bringing any minority itself to acquiesce happily in the rule of the Government
to which it has been subordinated, and of developing it into loyal citizens of the new State;
and, secondly, the necessity of guaranteeing to the minority the ordinary and necessary full
rights of citizenship of the new State, in order to facilitate the process of happy acquiescence.
Those who are familiar with the working of the system know that it may involve the risk of
encouraging irredentism in the minority, a risk which we regret to see prevalent in one or two
instances, and the opponents of the system have complained that it invites continual
complaints and delays the loyal acceptance on the part of the minority of their new political
status. But the risks were thought by those who assumed the responsibility for these
regroupings in Europe to be outweighed by the duties devolving upon them of watching over
the undoubted rights of any minority transferred, and by the necessity for actual legal provisions
in the Treaties of Peace.

Now that is our approach to this problem, and I would refer to the speech made in this
Assembly by Lord Cecil on behalf of the United Kingdom Government in this connection last
year.1 He said that, if it were desired to improve the working of the minorities system, it

» Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 109, I932, page 4I.
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would be desirable to define exactly the object in view. There could be two different
conceptions on that point. The first was that, certain rights having been conferred on certain
minorities, the League's task was to guarantee the exercise of those rights-that was to say,
it had to exercise the jurisdiction, so to speak, of a court of law. Lord Cecil did not agree that
that was the correct view. There was another-namely, that the League had to settle all
difficulties which arose between the minorities and their Governments, not with the object
of supporting the minorities, but with that of finding a common ground of agreement between
the two parties and facilitating their common life in a unified State. Such jurisdiction, very
different' from the jurisdiction of a court of law, might be described as paternal jurisdiction,
and was,.in his opinion, the better. What was needed was to go to the root of the evil, to
decide what was the issue to take up, and to remember that the League's task was purely
that of endeavouring to ensure peace, order and satisfactory administration. With this
principle as a starting-point, the only improvements in procedure which could be accepted were
those likely to prove useful to this end.

-Let me say at once, therefore, that the changes suggested by M. von Keller at the opening
of his speech yesterday will be opposed by the United Kingdom Government for the'reasons
given by Lord Cecil last year. Lord Cecil went on to say that he could not accept the argument
that the authors of petitions should be given a hearing; that was justifiable only in cases of
proceedings in a court of law. Further, he was tempted to think that, even if the procedure
were too slow in certain cases, the time devoted to seeking a compromise should be regarded,
not as lost, but as very valuably employed. We seek no amendments in procedure on that
point either.

Similarly, we should oppose the idea of setting up a permanent commission. We are of
opinion that the existing machinery of the League is good and that many of the criticisms
brought against it are unfair. However, on the point of publicity, we have certain suggestions
to make, and they, too, were foreshadowed last year in Lord Cecil's speech.

I will return to that point, because I must say something about the big issue which was
raised before this Committee by the German delegate yesterday-namely, the conception of
the State based upon racial homogeneity and the consequent international relations which he
opened up when he said that, quite apart from the fact that the basis of the State was ethnical,
a State having that ethnical homogeneity had a right and a duty to concern itself with the
citizens of another State who belonged to the ethnical compost of the State in question. That
will carry us very far. I tremble to think of the responsibilities of my Government in respect
of every citizen of the United States who claims descent from those who went over in the
Mayflower and there are millions-if this idea were put into operation. We reject absolutely
this conception put forward by the German-delegate regarding the racial homogeneity of
political units and States.. How could we do otherwise ?

Look at the British Empire: people of every race, every colour, every creed ! Why, even
in our own little island of Great Britain we have a population of the most mixed stock. Ever
since neolithic times there has been an infiltration into Britain of various races and strains from
all over the world, and inside our own unit of Great Britain we have three quite conscious
nationalities-the English, the Scotch and the Welsh-each, again, subdivided into many races
-the dark-haired Welshman, the red-haired Welshman, the Pict and the Scot, and so forth.
Frankly, this Aryan doctrine and the doctrine of homogeneity cannot apply to the British
Empire, for the danger of attempting to base our political systems and our national
Governments on a purely racial basis and racial conception inevitably involves the conception
of ascendancy of the majority race.

It has always been a cardinal principle of the British Empire that no person shall be
debarred from holding any office under the Crown, or from occupying posts in any profession-
to quote the famous words of Queen Victoria in the Proclamation as Empress of India-" by
reason of race, colour or creed ". That is fundamental, and the only thing that holds the
British Empire together is equality of status and freedom. If we were to substitute for our
present conception of the British Empire this conception of the race ascendancy of one element
in it--I presume it would be the Scotch-quite frankly, it would be the end. The British
Empire does not conceive of itself in terms of racial solidarity, but in terms of the free
association of free people, encouraged to develop their national consciousness within the
greater unit, and, above all, bound together by what is the real guarantee for all minorities
all over the world-free self-governing institutions. We have always said : " Rather self-
government than even good government." We believe firmly in the parliamentary system
whereby minorities can be heard and can bring their case to a Government, and we believe in
a free Press. Parliamentary institutions are the cement of the British Empire.

I must allude to the challenge of Dr. Goebbels the other day when he talked about the
obsolete-character of parliamentary government. We believe that the liberties of England are
based upon parliamentary government. It is an institution that has survived in our country
unbroken for 650 years, and neither in the name of democracy nor anything else are we going
to abandon our free parliamentary system, whereby.no Government shall introduce a law or a
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decree until it has been discussed in the face of minorities and oppositions and been gone
through clause by clause and line by line.

I pass from that general subject to a particular point brought forward yesterday by the
German delegate. I would not have alluded to it now, because I have already said something
on the question of the Jews, had not the German delegate queried in his speech whether we
ought to regard the Jews as a minority in any country. He said, quite truly, that in
Germany they do not form a linguistic minority or a national minority, and that, in the
exercise of their religion, they have not been subject to any interference. Let us say at once
that Germany has a long tradition of religious toleration and there has never been any
interference there; but we must regard the Jews, not merely in Germany but elsewhere, quite
definitely as a racial minority. If the German delegate, in connection with Germans in
Czechoslovakia and other neighbouring countries, emphasises the ethnical basis, the racial
consciousness and racial homogeneity of the German people, he cannot have it both ways.
If the racialism of the Aryan German is emphasised, it must be admitted that the Jew has a
racial identity and is bound by those same ties of blood and kinship and history to all the Jews
of the world.

Let me give an example of how we must regard the matter in my own country. I belong
to what is called the " Tory " party, the party of the Right. Every April Igth, on Primrose
Day, I and others of my party go on pilgrimage to lay primroses on the statue of one who
led my party for a whole generation. I refer to Benjamin Disraeli, Earl of Beaconsfield, three
times Prime Minister of England. The Earl of Beaconsfield was descended from Spanish
Jews driven out of Spain at the time of Ferdinand and Isabella. He was nationally a devoted
and patriotic Englishman. In religion he was a baptised and conforming member of the
Church of England and was buried with Christian rites in his own parish church in
Buckinghamshire. Nevertheless, throughout his life, public and private, whether as a writer
of books or in public and social life, he proclaimed himself the proudest of Jews, a Hebrew of
the Hebrews, as was St. Paul. His books are full of tributes to the race to which he was
proud to belong for the culture, religion, art and science it had given to humanity.

I say definitely that there is among the Jews a sense of their historic continuity throughout
their dispersal, and that they do form a racial minority which deserves the same treatment
everywhere as all other minorities in all countries. What is that treatment ? Above all,
equal rights of citizenship and fair treatment as loyal citizens of the nation to which they
have been attached. Wherever the Jews have been well and liberally treated, they have been
the most loyal and helpful members of the nation.

In view of the attention which this question is attracting throughout the world, people in
England are reading what Chancellor Hitler has written on the subject and are trying to
understand the German point of view. What we read quite frankly makes us nervous, and it
is, I think, necessary that we should solemnly reaffirm the resolution passed by the third
Assembly in I922. That is the main thing we have to do.

I will now leave the general issue and come to my modest concrete proposals with regard
to procedure. Their object is to secure more effective publicity, not during the examination
of any petition from a minority to the League, but at the conclusion of the League's work on
that petition. My view is that, in the actual process of dealing with a petition, confidence and
secrecy are necessary; these are delicate matters which require tact. It is far more likely to
be in the interests of the minority, as well as in those of the good government of a State having
minority provisions in the treaties which established or extended it, that the work of the
Committee of Three of the Council should be of a confidential character. In the words of Lord
Cecil, it should be paternal, and an endeavour should be made to reach an agreement or
compromise without all the propaganda that would inevitably follow if there were publicity at
that stage.

There has undoubtedly been criticism in my own country, not of the States having
minorities or of the minorities themselves, but of the League of Nations and the Council.
The critics say that, often after months of patient and delicate negotiations over petitions put
forward, the final result has been a quite perfunctory report by the Rapporteur, and this even
in cases when the matter has been of sufficient importance to come before the Council as a
whole.

To turn to the first of our proposals. There are numerous petitions which never reach the
Council of the League of Nations, which are, as it were, dismissed by the Secretary-General
as non-receivable, exercising his power according to a set of rules which experience has shown
to be necessary. We hold that, when the Secretary-General rejects a petition, he should
specifically inform the petitioners under which of those rules he is acting. Consequently, our
first proposal is as follows:

"The Assembly invites the Council to consider the advisability of modifying the
existing procedure with regard to the protection of minorities in the following respects:

" I. The petitioners whose petitions have been declared non-receivable should be
informed of the reasons for this decision by the Secretary-General."
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Where the Secretary-General has not rejected the petition, and where the matter goes to a
Committee of Three, we propose the following purely discretionary procedure :

"2. In all cases where a petition is not placed on the agenda of the Council, the
Committee of Three shall make public their final decision, and shall have full discretion
to publish at the same time such explanations as they may think fit."

Supposing that, after examination, the Committee of Three does not feel able to conclude
the matter, and therefore refers it to the Council as a whole, we suggest that:

"3. In their discretion, the Committee of Three may, when bringing questions to
the notice of the Council, append a statement of its reasons for so doing."

These three small proposals, I think, provide, in the concluding stages of dealing with
petitions, that element of reasonable publicity which has been asked for on so many occasions.

I have no other criticisms to offer. It is only in the matter of publicity and on the three
points I have mentioned that I would like this Committee to express a view as to whether those
points will not be examined by the Council. After all, our sole responsibility is to consider
whether the suggestions I have made would not lead to more harmonious results and prevent
the repetition of petitions of the same kind when a question has already been decided. I am
confident that they would allay criticism made on reasonable grounds, and that they are all
that is required at this stage in the way of actual detailed treatment of the obligations of the
League under the existing Minorities Treaties.

M. ANDVORD (Norway).-My motive for taking part in this discussion is the desire to
contribute towards the efforts made with a view to rendering the protection of minorities under
the present system as effective as possible. The Madrid resolutions represented a step forward;
but the time which has passed since then has shown that there are still many necessary
improvements.

As was pointed out yesterday, with every reason, by the representative of France,
M. Berenger, the competence of the Assembly in this connection is not affected. Lord
Cecil, with all the authority which he commands, spoke to the same effect last year.

In conformity with this standpoint, which has always been that of the Norwegian
delegation, we propose, in conjunction with the delegations of Denmark, the United Kingdom
and the Netherlands,' to submit to the Committee a draft resolution to which I beg to call the
Committee's attention. It embodies three points on which the speaker who preceded me has
dwelt.

I am anxious, however, to add a few words on the subject of these three proposals.
The first proposal lays down that in future, when a petition is not receivable, the petitioner

should be given an explanation by the Secretariat on the subject. Up till now, petitioners
in such cases have only received a brief statement of the fact that their petition is not
receivable, without any explanation. In the case of many individual petitioners without legal
assistance at their command, the effect is to prevent the consideration of their grievances by
the League.

It is only right that a petitioner should be informed of the reasons why his petition could
not be received, to enable him to make the necessary adjustments in a new petition. It
appears to me, moreover, to be an elementary principle of justice that the reasons for any action,
and a fortiori for any abstention from action, should be given.

The second proposal is that, when a petition is not placed on the Council agenda because
the explanations received from the Government concerned have led to the conclusion that
there has been no violation of the Minorities Treaties, the decision taken should be published.

It is further proposed to give full powers to a Committee to publish at the same time
such explanation as it thinks fit. Under the existing procedure, the decision can only be
published if the Government gives its consent, after the consideration of the question has been
declared closed. The resulting procedure may vary in different cases, and publicity-that
essential element of the League's activity which Lord Cecil once called its "life-blood"-is
lacking.

Lastly, the third proposal is that, when a Minorities Committee reports to the Council a
violation of the Minorities Treaties, it shall be entitled in its letter to the Council to give the
reasons why it has decided to do so. At present, Minorities Committees in such cases only
inform the Council by letter of the fact of the violation. The meticulous work of the
Committees is thus more or less lost, because it receives no publicity, and the Council and its
Rapporteur, in passing judgment on the matter in the final instance, are without the valuable
assistance of a statement of the views and motives by which the Committee has been guided.

The adoption of these points would represent, in my opinion, an essential improvement of
our system for the protection of minorities without prejudicing the position of the Governments
concerned or increasing the burden of their obligations.

I am anxious to draw the Committee's attention to one other point which is not referred
to in the draft resolution, but is nevertheless not without interest. As you are aware, a petition
received by the Secretariat has to be referred to the Government concerned, which, in the
ordinary way, is given two months for the submission of its observations. If, when an affair

* Note by the Secretariat.--The text of the draft resolution submitted by these delegations is identical with that
of the proposals formulated by Mr. Ormsby-Gore in his speech.
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is before a Minorities Committee and the latter considers that the reply of the Government
in question is incomplete, the Committee, as a rule, requests the Secretariat to procure
additional information from the Government concerned. For the latter's reply to such a
request, which is commonly made out of consideration for the Government concerned and in
order to afford it the possibility of making every kind of explanation, there is no fixed time-
limit. The consequence is that Minorities Committees may have to wait as much as six, eight
or even ten months without any answer whatever.

If there is no improvement in this respect, it appears to me to be necessary to establish a
system under which there is a fixed time-limit for the communication of additional
information requested by the Committees; or else the Committees should base their decision
on the information already received from the Government concerned.' -

The protection of minorities which the Covenant imposes on the League of Nations is
without doubt one of the greatest and most important tasks of the latter. At the: moment
when Norway is vacating her seat on the Council, I desire to say that, during our three years
of office, in the course of which we have had to deal with so many minorities questions, we
have been enabled to appreciate the difficulties of this task. We realise the idealism which is
at the base of the desire to ensure for persons of foreign nationality, living as minorities under
the rule of another people, complete liberty of civilisation, intellect and language, as well as
political security. But we appreciate also the difficulties which frequently stand in the way
-especially in a time of transition like that which has followed the war-of the complete
realisation of these idealist obligations. We are persuaded, nevertheless, that this collaboration
between nations, which has been rendered possible by the League of Nations, will go a very long
way to improve this state of affairs bit by bit with the lapse of time. We believe, also, that
understanding on the part of minorities of the loyalty they owe to the Governments and
countries of which they are citizens, and, on the other hand, understanding by these
Governments of the great advantage they can derive from the existence within their borders
of minorities satisfied with their lot and appreciative of the fact that their interests are
safeguarded under the law of the country in which they live, will lead little by little to that
harmony between the two parties which is the object of the Covenant of the League, and on
which depends in very large measure the peace of Europe.

As a Member of the Council, Norway has always been animated by the desire to maintain
a just and impartial, and at the same time a frank and courageous, attitude in relation to the
problems unceasingly arising in connection with minorities questions. I am convinced that,
even if these efforts have not always met with equal satisfaction and appreciation on the part
of both parties concerned, that matters little, provided the belief prevails that the Council's
action is governed by the principles referred to above, and that its decisions are the result of
conscientious study and are inspired in each individual case by a spirit of equity.

M. BENE§ (Czechoslovakia).-A discussion on minority questions has regularly been held
in the Sixth Committee of the Assembly for some years past. Each year I have been glad of
this. I have had great pleasure in taking part in these discussions, and this for two reasons:
first, because I enjoy a battle of wits, carried out in all courtesy and sincerity and giving proof
of goodwill and intellectual and moral frankness on the part of the participants; and,
secondly-and this perhaps is my main reason-because, upon leaving the committee room
at the end of this battle, I have felt victorious. I will tell you why.

When the Sixth Committee first began its discussions on the subject of minorities, certain
countries which had signed the Minorities Treaties were regularly attacked. Since my country
is one of these, I experienced a vague feeling of standing in the dock, but when the various
speakers who criticised different points relating to the Minorities Treaties had finished their
statements, and when I took up the defence, I had the strong impression of a total change, for,
though we might not mention it too specifically and definitely, two questions occupied the
immediate background in the minds of all the members of the Committee, and, as it were,
fascinated them. These questions arose out of the defensive speeches made on the one hand
to the Committee as a whole, and particularly to those' members especially devoted to the cause
of peace, of justice and of the League of Nations, and, on the other, to those who looked upon
themselves as legitimate defenders of certain minorities in the minority countries.

The consciences of the first were awakened by the persistent echo of a first grave question :
Was it right, just and in conformity with the spirit of equity and the principles of the League to
be set upon studying every kind of detail regarding the Minorities Treaties of the so-called
minority countries, where the fundamental rights of minorities were in any case respected or
protected, while in other countries there are unprotected minorities, and while in various States,
as we all know, the fundamental rights of minorities were not in the least respected, and while
the League of Nations could not or would not deal with the matter ?

In the case of others who regularly complained of the bad treatment of their minorities
in the minority States, a second question arose-clear as day-in the minds of all the
Committee, though all were politeness and discretion on the- subject-namely, Were the
minorities any better treated in those States ? If the information at our disposal isLaccurate,
the contrary is the case.

I have experienced this feeling of satisfaction and of moral victory upon leaving the field
of battle in previous years. I experiencced..th. same feelien.g yesterday,. after the Commi-ttee's
opening discussion.
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You may reply that I am quite right, but that this does nothing to further the problem
of minorities, and provides no solution to our disputes. Perhaps you will therefore allow me to
make some rapid comments on this thorny problem, of which I will deal with certain special
aspects only.

The wide scope of our discussion yesterday, together with recent events which all the world
knows, and which have rendered the problem so acute as to move public opinion throughout the
world, force us to comment on its two or three essential features.

The problem of minorities is one of the great political questions in Europe upon which
depends the good understanding between nations. It is a difficult problem, lending itself
particularly well to gross exaggeration, not to say facile demagogy; it contains much that is likely
to stimulate passions and emotions, and its peculiar characteristic is that each individual case is
immediately and almost inevitably generalised ; lastly, it is a problem used in the international
field less as a weapon to right the wrongs of the oppressed than to achieve results in harmony
with some general policy. I make no recriminations; I am merely stating a truth, and if we
are to be just in our appreciation or criticism of the working of the Minorities Treaties, we
should never forget this characteristic of the problem, and should proceed with all wisdom,
prudence and caution. The problem is a singularly complex, social and political phenomenon;
its nature is different in every country; it hangs upon the historic development of both the
majority and minority peoples concerned, upon their general culture and political, social and
economic conditions. I have therefore always contended that, in raising it at Geneva, we
should bear in mind our great responsibility, and approach it with all due caution.

I listened with great attention to the interesting statements made by the German
representative, M. von Keller. I must say a word on two points in his speech which appear to
me to be in contradiction with what has up till now been our official doctrine within the League
of Nations. Here I come rather near to the statements made by my United Kingdom
colleague.

M. von Keller emphasised the theory of ethnic nationality, without, however, going into
the details of the political and legal consequences of such a doctrine within the League of
Nations. As I see it, this theory would, if carried to the extreme, overthrow all the legal
conceptions upon which not only the Minorities Treaties, but also the international relations
between States composed of two or more nationalities, are based. The League's work for
peace would be singularly complicated if it were to accept and propagate such theories.
r feel that we should hold to our former doctrines, and therefore I cannot support M. von
Keller's contention.

Another of his points also affects one of the legal and political doctrines endorsed by the
League. I refer to the question whether the Jews do or do not constitute a racial or religious
minority.

Without entering into any long theoretical dissertation, I would merely state: (I) that
all the Minorities Treaties dealing with the Jewish question and of which the League of Nations
is a guarantor consider the Jews to be a racial or religious minority; (2) that any action which
has hitherto been undertaken either by the Council, the various organs of the League or the
Assembly, and which dealt with the Jews as citizens of any European State, has been based on
the legal and political doctrine that the Jews should be considered as a racial or religious
minority. Unless we wish to create new problems in international law, insoluble in the
present state of affairs, we should hold to this theory.-

- In view of the importance of these two questions, I felt that it would be valuable to lay
emphasis upon this legal standpoint which, as I see it, represents the doctrine till now
universally adopted by the States Members of the League.

To turn to the question of the improvement of procedure with regard to the Minorities
Treaties. The present procedure was established over former years after long discussions and
detailed consideration. It was never set up without the consent of the States concerned.
This was the case in I923 and in later years when the procedure was modified; in particular,
it was the case when the Madrid decisions were taken. The Council is the sole body competent
in the matter, and it can do nothing without the consent of the States concerned. You will
all understand that this is a right which my country enjoys and will never abandon. Whereas
we are ready to fulfil the undertakings into which we entered fifteen years ago, we cannot
admit of any increase-unilateral and binding one of the parties only-of the obligations
contained in an international treaty, effected by means of a change in procedure.

I have maintained this standpoint here for fourteen years. It is a question of principle
and, so long as the present Minorities Treaties remain in force, I shall continue to maintain the
same position. When the question of generalising the Minorities Treaties is raised, I shall
be ready to consider with you the question of procedure. Our delegation will then state its
views on the good and bad points in the present procedure; we therefore reserve any
expression of our views on the subject of the United Kingdom:proposal.

When referring to the question of rendering general the protection of minorities, I would
endorse. the statements made by my Swedish and Polish- colleagues, M. Sandler and Count
'Raczynski'; I am, in general, in favour of their pr0oposals. -'' -. -. ; ;.. ' .- .' ·. '..: ... .:.'
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I speak in this Committee with complete sincerity and loyalty towards you all, without
any feeling of reproach and without any idea of political tactics directed towards a particular
result. Is it conceivable that a certain number of States whose national consciousness and
national pride are developing daily, who are constantly growing politically more mature and
who are Members of the League of Nations, can for ever remain, legally and politically, in an
inferior position, while the same minority conditions-sometimes, indeed, more acute-
manifest themselves in countless other States; while every detail of their minority policy is
the object, sometimes of a criticism, very often unjustified annoyance; and while supervision
is exercised by States in which the minority problem, though acute, goes unregulated ?

Surely such a situation has an adverse effect upon the very principle of the protection of
minorities, and will, in the end, wholly compromise it. I hold that this situation is morally
untenable. The principle of the equality of Members of the League is essential. The question
should be settled either by rendering the provisions general or by some other procedure.
I am ready to consider any proposal on the subject.

I must raise another question here. Unjust, evil and tendentious propaganda is often
launched in the international field on the subject of minorities. A single case is taken as an
example, and it is, for instance, stated that, in a certain village, the building of a Catholic
church has been forbidden, such an event then being turned into a generalisation on the
minority regime applying throughout the country. A newspaper is suspended on account of
its illegal attitude, and charges are at once brought against the whole governmental system
of the country.

In my view, it is altogether in the League's interest to show that it is diligently performing
its duty to minorities. Suitable and thorough investigations must be carried out with a view
to establishing completely impartial general criteria by which to judge of the treatment of
minorities in any particular country. I may give some examples of such impartial criteria.

For instance, we may ascertain the percentage of minority schools to majority schools,
on the basis of the respective populations. We may also directly ascertain the political
attitude of the Government concerned to its minorities. We may compare the treatment
meted out to the minority in one country with that meted out to another minority in another
country. There is, for instance, a German minority in Czechoslovakia, and there is also a
German minority in Hungary. By comparing the position with regard to their schools, the
use of the minority language, the number of officials, etc., we can see at once what policy is
adopted by the respective Governments towards the minority.

All I mean to say is that the policy of a country towards minorities cannot be defined by
the presentation of petitions dealing with individual cases. As I have already observed, we
must endeavour to find impartial criteria, and to arrive at a general common measure acceptable
to all parties.

While considering these various questions, I cannot neglect one fundamental point in the
minority problem-namely, that of the internal political regime of the country concerned.
So far as minorities are concerned, the democratic system offers safeguards that no other
system can supply. The life of .a minority is essentially bound up with universal suffrage,
women's suffrage, the right of association, the freedom of the Press, etc., because the cultural,
political and economic life of a minority can only prosper in a country where the principle
of the French Revolution-that of the rights of men and citizens-the principle of the
parliamentary tradition, the principle of the American Revolution, and the principle of respect
for human personality form the legal basis of every citizen's daily life.

I am not in any way questioning the domestic policy of any of the States Members of the
League. I am merely stating a fact which every fair-minded man must take into consideration
when judging of the minority policy of any country.

There is one last point that I must not overlook in my examination of the various aspects
of the minority question. I refer to that point which is most frequently and casually neglected
-namely, that, if minorities have rights within the State, they also have duties towards the
State.

It is never sufficiently emphasised in the League that the first condition demanded of
minorities in return for protection is that they shall be absolutely loyal to the State. The
resolution of I922, which M. Berenger quoted yesterday, explicitly lays down the principle
that minorities that are not loyal are not entitled to protection. I can say, on the basis of
my political experience, that those members of minorities who are most energetic and insistent
in demanding protection are very often those who are the least loyal. Having embarked upon
such an extensive discussion, we must not forget this delicate point. In this connection
I have noted with the keenest satisfaction the admirable and eloquent remarks of the United
Kingdom delegate, Mr. Ormsby-Gore.

In conclusion, r should like to mention one point that seems to me regrettable. In the
course of a general debate of this nature in these surroundings, I should have liked to hear, not
only criticisms, but some positive appreciation of the achievements of one country or another
in dealing with minorities. We have heard plenty of criticisms. These fourteen years of
criticism have practically convinced the public, both here and elsewhere, that, so far as
minorities are concerned, the League, and the interested States, have done nothing definite
nothing that deserves recognition, nothing that merits any praise or gratitude whatsoever.

Anyone who is concerned for justice, who is anxious to display some degree of goodwill,
who is courageous enough to be impartial, and who refuses to be exclusively influenced by
an interested policy, can find plenty of evidence to destroy the widespread legend that no real
constructive work has been done in regard to minorities.


