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And yet the development of the question has only served to increase the number of legal
stipulations. At present, in the matter of minorities rights--that is to say, the rights of a-class
of citizens belonging to a certain category of countries-we have the following diplomatic
instruments which confer on those rights the character of positive international law.

First, the special treaties, called Minorities Treaties, signed in Paris during the Peace
Conference by Poland, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Roumania and Greece.

Second, certain special chapters in the Treaties of Peace for the protection.of -minorities
in Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey. .

Next, certain declarations made before the League Council by Albania, Estonia, Finland,
Latvia and Lithuania. .

Lastly, twenty-two bilateral Conventions between various countries with regard to
minorities-in particular, between Austria and Czechoslovakia, Poland and Czechoslovakia,
Poland and Germany, etc. 

The principle of minorities protection is also recognised in the Treaty of Riga between
Poland and the Soviets (Article 7).

What, however, are the circumstances in which these undertakings were entered into by
fourteen countries, out of the fifty-six belonging to the League, under the different multilateral
treaties whose application is guaranteed by the League ?

The Minutes of the Peace Conference's meeting on May 3Ist, 19I9, contain the following
statement by President Wilson'

"Is it unreasonable or unjust that the great Powers should say to their associates,
not as dictators, but as friends, we cannot' guarantee' territorial settlements which we
do not regard as just and we cannot consent to allow the persistence of factors making
for disorder, which we believe would trouble the world's peace ? And yet these proceedings
imply the hope in Roumania, Czechoslovakia and Serbia that, if any of the clauses in this
settlement is not observed, the United States will send their armies and their ships to watch
over their execution."

If I appeal so often to President Wilson, it is because his ideas, which presided over and
imprinted their stamp upon the drafting of the Covenant, must not be allowed, under the force
of circumstances, to decline to the status of a marginal note.

Now, what is the tenor of the obligations resulting from these so-called Minorities Treaties ?

In his draft for Article 21 of the Covenant, President Wilson laid down that there should be
no impediment to the free practice of any belief, religion or opinion. "No one ", he said,
"shall be disturbed in his life, his liberty, or his pursuit of happiness." No distinction
was made in this article between minorities and majorities. It concerns the inhabitants
of the territories of all the different States, and this principle is enshrined in a model article
found in all the Minorities Treaties and reading as follows 

" 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 " (Article 2).

These provisions constitute, in fact, the consecration, on the territory of the States
concerned, of the various rights inherent in the human person designated under the title of
"inhabitant" or "national". There is no question of minorities.

The fact is, however, that these humanitarian and impersonal stipulations, which, in the
intention of the founder of the League, were to be universal and which were to apply to all
the Members of the League and be included in the Covenant, were, in the end, imposed on only
a small number of States Members. 

Nay, more ;- the system which prevailed and the application of which was, moreover,
guaranteed by the League was not that of the rights inherent in the human person as conceived
by the founder of the League but that of minorities protection. The principle of the national
cohesion and unity of each State represented in the League was superseded by a system of
discrimination:in-one-and the same community and in one and the same State. Whereas the
various Treaties of I919 and 1920 were concerned with a specific class of citizens in numerous
States, they made no provision for the future as to the status of the other citizens from the
international standpoint. By reason of these inequalities, it has come about that what was
claimed by the multiple collectivities that compose the League of Nations in the international
sphere was not applied in the internal sphere of the different States. Thus, more was demanded
of international law than of national law, in which the rights and obligations of the very citizens
whom it was desired to protect had nevertheless to be defined..

What, after all, is this shifting, imprecise and vague notion which we term a minority ?
In the course of their history, sometimes within a short space of time, some countries have
represented now a majority and now a minority. The result of this artificial and precarious
position has often made it possible to undermine, for political purposes, the cohesion and unity
of the State, and many times in the course of history this.so-called protection has served to
bring about the most discreditable results, since it has involved dissension and disorder and so
prevented a-durable restoration of peace.

Every time a human community has had within its borders a specific category of: citizens
belonging to a racial origin different from the population as a whole and enjoying differential
treatment, the outcome after a number of years has always been secession and war, sometimes
leading to the dismemberment of the State itself.
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Every time, on the other hand, the precarious notion of a minority has been supplanted
by the higher notion of the equality of all citizens before the law, without distinction of origin
or race, the result has been assimilation and internal peace guaranteeing the national prosperity
and the consummation of national unity. The example of Switzerland and Canada proves
that, had minorities protection existed there, the complete amalgamation of the present day,
which came into being in the course of centuries, could never have been achieved.

This has also occurred in all countries in the New World. Thus, the Brazilian delegate,
M. de Mello Franco, said at the Council meeting on December gth, 1925' 1

"It seems to me obvious that those who conceived this system of protection did not
dream of creating within certain States a group of inhabitants who would regard themselves
as permanently foreign to the general organisation of the country. On the contrary,
they wished the elements of the population contained in such a group to enjoy a status
of legal protection which might ensure respect for the inviolability of the person under all
its aspects and which might gradually prepare the way for conditions necessary for the
establishment of a complete national unity."
And M. de Mello Franco concluded that this system of discrimination was without meaning

for the American continent, since equality of rights regardless of origin or of race had produced
a complete fusion in America, and perfect national unity had been obtained thanks to the
absence of any protection. This view is shared entirely by the country I have the honour to
represent here.

The United Kingdom representative, Sir Austen Chamberlain, added that:
" . . .As M. de Mello Franco had remarked, the object of the Minorities Treaties

and of the Council in discharging its duties under them was to secure for the minorities
that measure of protection and justice which would gradually prepare them to be merged
in the national community to which they belonged."
It is therefore quite clear that the exceptional position created by minorities protection

can in no circumstances be perpetual, for it is a legal axiom that the exceptional cannot endure
indefinitely.

But, in that case, since all the parties concerned agree that the system set up by the
Minorities Treaties has not given the results legitimately expected of it, is it logical, since it is
stated to be a bad system, to attempt to generalise it ? Is it logical to attempt to apply
universally a system which everyone or nearly everyone now agrees serves no useful purpose ?

This, moreover, is not the first time during the fifteen years in which this question has
come before you with an almost liturgical regularity that you have had a similar proposal
placed before you. It is, in the last analysis, the outcome of a perfectly understandable feeling
of impatience dictated by a desire to terminate an exceptional system that ill accords with the
paramount interests of a country having minority obligations and by the determination not
to perpetuate the engendering and fostering of subversive forces capable of undermining the
national foundations.

At the sixth Assembly, M. de Jouvenel and M. Hymans combated generalisation on the
ground that it might create artificial minorities. Further, Baron Wittert van Hoogland had
said:

" It would suffice to introduce into the laws of all countries minorities protection
clauses to evoke minorities where they are the least suspected to exist .

" It is rather like the story of the imaginary diseases from which many good folk think
they suffer as soon as they pick up a treatise on popular medicine."
And yet, with the evidence of the facts before us, it seems impossible that the League

should not contemplate a guarantee under international jurisdiction for certain rights inherent
in the human person and which the authors of the Covenant had in mind. No great State,
conscious of its strength and mindful of its national unity, could consent to minority clauses
that might imperil its unity. It is, however, obliged to make it a point of honour to obtain
international acceptance for the great principles of freedom, equality of race and justice that
are enshrined in its own national Constitution.

The Constitution of most States has for many years embodied the principles of the respect
due to certain rights inherent in the human person, rights to which the authors of the Covenant
desired to give international sanction.

In the case of the United Kingdom, the great charter of Henry I, remodelled in 1225 by
Henry rII, says in Clause 29:

" No free man shall be arrested or imprisoned or dispossessed of his free tenure or of
his liberties or free customs, or outlawed or exiled, or injured in any way, and we shall
not lay hands or cause hands to be.laid on him, save by virtue of a legal sentence of his
peers, and in accordance with the law of the Realm. We will not sell nor refuse nor
defer right or justice to any man."
Again, in the Act for the Better Government of India, promulgated by Queen Victoria,

we read:
" It is Our Royal Will and Pleasure that no man shall suffer in any way for his beliefs,

nor shall he be disturbed by reason of his creed or his religious practice. It is, moreover,
Our Will that, as far as possible, Our subjects of whatever class and creed shall be freely
admitted to any public charge which their education, talents or integrity may make them
capable of duly fulfilling."

1 See Official Journal, February 1926, page 142.
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And Gladstone stated:
"Remember that the sanctity of life in the villages of the Afghan mountains among

the winter snows is no less inviolable in the eyes of the Almighty than your own .
Have not modern times established a league of nations, of equal and independent nations,
each built up under the legitimate defence vouchsafed by the public law to every nation
living within its own frontiers ? "

In the case of the United States of America, we read in the Fourteenth Amendment to the
Constitution:

"No State shall deprive any person of life, liberty or property without due process
of law, nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws."

In the eighteenth century, what did the French Constituent Assembly proclaim ?
Not the rights of Frenchmen, but the rights of men and citizens, and in I793 the Abbe Gregoire
drew up the famous declaration of the rights and duties of nations.

These principles are found in almost all Constitutions, for, in 1923, these legal provisions
were invoked in the League Council by certain Baltic countries, which referred to the clauses
in their national Constitutions wherein the respect due to the human person is enshrined as
demonstrating the futility of the minority clauses, for which it was hoped to secure their
acceptance. The diplomatic instruments concerning minorities seemed, therefore, to them
to be supererogatory in a sphere in which they alone were entitled to govern.

Last year my delegation had the honour to submit during the first days of the Assembly
a draft resolution concerning certain rights inherent in the human person, which we were
anxious to see consecrated in the form of a jurisdictional guarantee. The debate that followed
showed that most countries acknowledged the need for a reform of the present system.

Mr. Ormsby-Gore said in this very Committee:

" 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."

The first delegate of Norway, M. Mowinckel, said:
" The words 'equality' and 'fraternity' are relics of bygone days, and even the most

sacred rights of liberty-liberty of thought and personal liberty-are not everywhere
secured."

M. Sandler, first delegate of Sweden, said:

"What we want for the future is controlled equality."

The Irish Free State representative added:

"We may well ask whether the time has not come when we should try to reinforce
these defective treaty provisions by writing into a new draft convention to be accepted
and applied generally the provisions which experience has shown to be necessary to safe-
guard certain fundamental rights, accorded as a matter of course in most countries of the
world. The protection of minorities is inseparably associated with the larger problem
of the protection of majorities, a problem which is of special interest to my own country."

The Roumanian delegate, M. Antoniade, supporting the resolution we had the honour
to present, stated:

" The question is now a wider and more serious one, that of a real charter of justice
and humanity."

And M. Benes, first delegate of Czechoslovakia, expressed himself in these terms

"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."

When we remember all these declarations, and more particularly when we remember
that all these statesmen arrived, by perhaps rather different roads, at identical conclusions,
does not that constitute a stirring indication to the League that there is something to be done ?
Is it not extraordinarily timely proof that the question is one of fundamental human justice,
and that it is not, as some may be tempted to believe, one that exceeds the powers of man.

You will all remember that, on the proposal of the French delegate, M. B6renger, the
Assembly reaffirmed the principles it had enunciated in I922 and expressed 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 ".



- 44-

Thus on two occasions, in 1922 and 1933, the Assembly felt impelled to affirm certain
principles applicable, not only to the countries which had assumed minority commitments,
but also to countries which belonged to the League and had assumed none.

The discussions that have gone on for the past fifteen years have demonstrated the defects
in the present system. It is now agreed that the system has been beneficial neither to the
minorities nor to the countries on which certain unequal obligations were imposed. The facts
demand a reform.

What is the method prescribed by the Minorities Treaties themselves, whereby this reform
can be carried out legally and along lines which we believe might guarantee both the internal
peace of the States and international peace ? With regard to the amendment of the minorities
clauses at present in force, paragraph I of Article I2 of the Treaty with Poland says:

"Poland agrees that the stipulations in the foregoing articles, so far as they affect
persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities, constitute obligations of
international concern and. shall be placed under the guarantee of the League of Nations.
They shall not be modified without the assent of a majority of the Council of the League
of Nations. The United States, the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan hereby
agree not to withhold their assent from any modification in these articles which is in due
form assented to by a majority of the Council of the League of Nations."

And paragraph 3 says:

" Poland further agrees that -any difference of opinion as to questions of law or fact
arising out of these articles between the Polish Government and any one of the principal
Allied and Associated Powers or any other Power a Member of the Council of the League
of Nations shall be held to be a dispute of an'linternational character under Article 14 of
the Covenant of the League of Nations. The Polish Government hereby consents that
any such dispute shall, if the other party thereto demands, be referred to the Permanent
Court of International Justice. The decision of the Permanent Court shall be final and
shall have the same force and effect as an award under Article 13 of.the Covenant."

The Italian representative, M. Tittoni, in his report of October 2oth, I920, interpreting
these stipulations stated:

" It seems clear that this stipulation means, above all, that the provisions for the
protection of minorities are inviolable-that is to say, they cannot be modified in the
sense of violating in any way rights actually recognised and without the approval of the
majority of the Council of the League of Nations."

It is therefore quite clear that any reform of the present minorities system requires, not
only the consent of the parties who signed them, more especially the great Powers, but also
that of the majority of the Council. And the great Powers which signed the Minorities Treaties
have formally engaged themselves in advance not to refuse their consent to such modification.

On what lines should this reform be carried out ?
The minority law in force is the consecration of the relativity of the sovereignty possessed

by the Members of the League. We can say that the sovereignty of a certain number of
countries is encumbered by a servitude from which the sovereignty of the other Members is
free. The sovereignty of some is limited in this domain by virtue of a higher interest, whereas
there is no such limit to the action of the other Powers.

We are, however, obliged to note that all Members of the League have agreed to a limitation
of their sovereignty in other spheres in which the League carries on its activities. In the
supervision of the trade in arms and munitions, in the campaign against the traffic in opium
and other drugs, in the campaign against the traffic in women and for child welfare, in the
campaign against slavery, and the traffic in people of coloured race and in many other cases,
the States represented here have consented to a very definite measure of supervision and to a
limitation of their own sovereignty. Why should it be otherwise in the case of the protection
of a certain class of citizens or of the rights attaching to the human person ?

-For, in the last analysis, we are not merely concerned with one class of citizens belonging
to the State and termed a minority, but the whole body of citizens composing the various
human communities is entitled to the same freedom and protection. The League must
consider the problem as a whole, and to do so it must view it from the angle of the jurisdictional
guarantee of the rights possessed by men as such, irrespective of whether they belong to a
minority or a majority. It must search for the solutions that are demanded. In acting
thus, the League will be contemplating the return to the principles by which the authors
of the Covenant were guided and which are the foundations of the League.

We think that the Assembly can no longer be satisfied with merely transmitting the
Minutes of the Sixth Committee to the Council, and that the circumstances demand some. more
effective form of resolution.

I have, therefore, the honour to present, on behalf of my delegation, the following resolution:

"The fifteenth Assembly requests the Council to summon a conference to consider
the reforms to be introduced into the system set up by the Treaties with regard to the
protection of minorities, and to submit its findings to the Council."
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Such a conference will enable the League to study the problem as a whole and to adopt
the solutions demanded, in view of the defects and drawbacks of the present system, by the
conscience of mankind.

JA'FAR PASHA EL ASKARI (Iraq).-The resolution proposed by the Polish delegation is in
perfect harmony with the fundamental principles of the League of Nations, which are based on
equity and justice. The present system of minorities, however, in my opinion, hardly repre-
sents that spirit of justice and equity. The minorities in my country enjoy full rights and
privileges, while minorities in other States are deprived of similar rights. The Iraqi delegation,
therefore, supports the proposal of the Polish delegation, and hopes that the minorities in all
States will be dealt with in a general international convention. 

M. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia).-During the discussions in previous Assemblies, the Yugoslav
delegation and the Roumanian and Czechoslovak delegations have repeatedly and clearly
declared their attitude with regard to the generalisation of minorities protection. To-day,
therefore, I might simply have referred to the declarations already made on this subject by
the representatives of these three delegations. Since, however, a discussion has been opened
on a concrete proposal brought forward by the Polish Government, I am obliged to define the
Yugoslav Government's point of view.

My Government is firmly convinced now, as formerly, of the necessity of a general measure
of protection for minorities. This viewis dictated, not by considerations of political opportunism
or by tactical reasons of any kind, but by a deep-rooted conception based on international
morality, and at the same time by a sentiment that is embedded in the national conscience.
In the course of its history, the Yugoslav nation has undergone, in defence of its nationality,
ordeals too cruel for it to feel any temptation to apply the same system to the national
minorities inhabiting its territory. What, however, we cannot admit is not only that there
should be a discrimination between States, some being legally bound to provide such protection
and.others assuming no obligation at all, but that there should be a, difference between the
minorities themselves. During the discussions in this Committee, the rights of minorities
have often been termed sacred rights. How, therefore, can you admit that sacred rights can
stop short at a frontier-line and that beyond that frontier minorities, equally deserving of
respect, should be deprived even of the most elementary protection of their rights ? If the
League accepts this discrimination, and reserves its solicitude solely for minorities already
protected by treaties, do you imagine that it will be able in this matter to preserve that moral
force which, after all, constitutes the surest basis of its authority ?

So long as the present situation persists, public opinion in my country will refuse to accept
it, since, while it agrees that the minorities of another country should be protected, it resolutely
demands the same justice and the same rights for its own national minorities. We believe
that this unjust discrimination between protected minorities and minorities which are not
protected and with which the League is not required to concern itself may compromise the
moral foundations of the treaties for the protection of minorities. Public opinion in my
country feels more and more that the exceptional obligations which we have undertaken
above all enable others to interfere in our internal affairs, and provide professional agitators
with an excellent platform for their campaigns against our countries. This will continue so
long as the principle of minorities protection does not receive a general solution, the one which
alone is noble and humanitarian in character and can satisfy the needs of international justice
and equity.

We have consented, along with other countries in the same legal situation, to an even
greater extension of the exceptional obligations contained in our treaties. We have done this
willingly, being sincerely convinced that, in acting thus, we were furthering the acceptance
of the principle of minorities protection as a general principle. Unhappily, our hopes appear
to-day to be even further from realisation than at the time when we agreed to that extension
of our obligations. Moreover, our experience of the application of this system has led us
to believe that the chief result of our gesture has been to afford an opportunity for diverting
the treaties for the protection of minorities from their proper purpose.

I have, of course, no intention of discussing in a Committee of the Assembly the operation
of the system of minorities protection. That right belongs to the Council alone. If I have
alluded to the matter, I have done so in order to show the Committee the difficult situation
in which it will find itself to-morrow when dealing with the minorities problem if the discrimina-
tion between minorities continues and if the principle of generalisation, with the consequences
involved, is not accepted.

While working for the achievement of this high ideal of the generalisation of minorities
protection, to which the Petite Eintente is firmly attached, my country, which will faithfully
respect its existing obligations' reserves the right to make application to the competent body
with a view to terminating the abuses to which the present procedure gives rise.

M. RUIZ-GUINAZt (Argentine Republic).-The minorities system established by certain
treaties since I9I9 embraces numerous groups of persons who differ in language, race and religion
from those of the majority, and whose status is at law inferior to that of nationals of the
country.

The object of this system is to guarantee the rights of these minorities by international
control.

In my country, we have a very large number of aliens of different nationalities, but none
is in a position of inferiority before the law. Our Constitution and laws are very liberal and
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comprehensive in this respect. When I have said that, under the fundamental charter of the
Republic, all citizens and nationals enjoy the same rights without distinction of race, language
or religion, I need say no more.

Consequently, the delegation of the Argentine Republic has the honour to state, in order
to make our point of view quite clear, that we cannot assent to the establishment of general
agreements as to the international control of aliens.

M. PATIJN (Netherlands).-Last year Poland made a proposal of the same nature as that
before us now, though in a somewhat different form. It was then proposed that we should
set up a committee of enquiry, while this year it is proposed to convene a conference.

Last year, the Netherlands delegation supported in principle the Polish proposal. This
year I am authorised to speak in the same sense. My delegation is well aware of the great
difficulties and complexities involved in a general settlement of minorities' rights.

There is yet another danger which it may be useful to point out at once: a general regulation
of minorities' rights would tend to diminish the rights which minorities enjoy under existing
treaties. That is certainly not what we desire.

There is, perhaps, another difficulty arising out of the rights of minorities in countries
outside Europe. The Polish delegate has just stated : " The discussion will be more fruitful
if I disregard the highly complicated problem of conditions existing in continents other than
Europe."

I believe that last year the Irish Free State delegate suggested that the discussion should
be limited to Europe, and I think there is something to be said for such a limitation ; but it is,
of course, clear that I do not mean to say that minorities' rights would not be recognised in the
territories outside Europe. Many of my country's territories lie in the East and West Indies,
and those who know the system of government are well aware that there is no question of
refusing to recognise the rights of minorities. The situation, however, is a special one and the
problem, which, even as it is, offers so many difficult aspects, will be much simplified if for
the time being it is limited to Europe. The Polish delegate, however, has not amended his
proposal in this sense, and in the resolution before the Committee I am unable to find any
limitation of that kind. I have no objection to voting for the proposal as submitted, but it
seems to me that it would be improved by this amendment.

There is another serious question which has already given rise to much anxiety-namely,
the statement made by the Polish delegate at the beginning of his speech to the effect that
"the Polish Government had no intention whatever of provoking a discussion in the Assembly
on the co-operation of the Polish Government with the organs of the League in respect of the
application by Poland of the minorities system ". If such was the Polish Government's
intention, it would perhaps have been preferable if the statement had not been made, as I
claim the right to refer to it now that it has been made.

The Polish delegate has said that these discussions are not within the competence of the
Assembly or its Committees. Against that statement I desire to enter a very strong protest.
A statement has been made with regard to the intention not to observe an obligation arising
out of a treaty adopted by Poland. We have already heard the formal protests made in the
Assembly by persons better qualified to speak than I-namely, the delegates of the United
Kingdom, France and Italy.

While I desire, on behalf of my delegation, fully to accede to the proposal made by the
Polish delegate, I must associate myself as fully with the protests uttered by the delegates of
the three great Powers mentioned.

Cemal HOSNO Bey (Turkey).-The attitude of the Turkish delegation on this question
was clearly defined in the Turkish Foreign Minister's speech in the Assembly on September
i4th.1 I will only quote the following passage relating to the Turkish attitude

"We believe there is a real and urgent need to extend the contractual provisions
to all nations instead of restricting them to certain countries, and thus giving them the
appearance of burdens calculated to excite susceptibilities."

Consequently, the Turkish delegation is in favour of the Polish proposal for convening
a conference to study the question.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland).-The Swiss delegation favours in principle the Polish proposal.
We have always taken our stand on the principle of the protection of minorities, and we have
always desired the establishment of a universal law. The Polish proposal gives expression
to those two great ideas, and it is thus perfectly natural that the Swiss delegation should accede
to it.

Nevertheless, it would, I think, be rather surprising for the League to undertake to convene
an international conference to discuss this great problem unless we were first convinced that
such a conference would yield good results. It seems to us a mistake-and a dangerous one-
from the point of view of the authority of the League, to convene conferences which, there is
reason to fear, are, from the outset, doomed to failure. It does not require much political
perspicacity to know that the conditions of success are not yet present. I have very often
heard in this Committee the echo of conflicts of ideas and conceptions which do not seem
likely to find a solution in the near future in any generally accepted synthesis.

1 See records of the sixth plenary meeting of the Assembly.
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Therefore, although the Swiss delegation is able to associate itself in principle with the
Polish proposal, it must make a reservation regarding the idea of convening an international
conference until the question has grown nearer maturity.

Shall we see a change in this matter later on ? We have already witnessed, on so many
occasions, the growth or transformation of certain ideas that it is not impossible that there
may be development in connection with this question also. Thus, at the Disarmament
Conference, general acceptance has been won for the idea of international control of the level
of armaments. Some years ago that idea aroused opposition in many quarters. I am aware
that those are two very different questions and that a comparison is not necessarily a sound
argument. We can, however, go so far as to say that, if there has been a development of
opinion in connection with one great question, it is not impossible that there may be a
similar development in the case of another question, however profoundly different that question
may be.

If that is so, there remains one matter to which several delegates and, in particular, the
Netherlands delegate, have alluded. I refer to the question whether the Minorities Treaties
should remain intact or not, whether it is lawful to denounce them and to say that one is no
longer bound by them. On that question, the Swiss delegation holds as definite an opinion
as the Netherlands delegation. It considers that it is not possible to withdraw from a treaty
when that treaty seems no longer to coincide with the broad outlines of a particular policy.
Treaties are sacred: Pacta sunt servanda. Countries like Switzerland, the Netherlands and
others are not parties to the Treaties of Peace, but, in spite of that, they hold the view that
no treaties which have been accepted and applied can suddenly cease to be operative because
a particular State finds them burdensome. We therefore appeal to all the delegations to
accept that elementary truth. The League would, we believe, lose prestige and suffer a
diminution of its authority if our discussions could give rise to the idea that treaties were only
applied as long as it suited this or that State to do so.

I have spoken with absolute frankness, and hope that no one will take offence at what
I have said. On that fundamental question of the respect for treaties freely accepted, there
can be no two opinions.

M. VOUGT (Sweden).-When the problem of the protection of racial, linguistic and
religious minorities was discussed in the Committee last year, the Swedish delegate was in
favour of the suggestion for a serious examination of the generalisation of minorities protection.
The Swedish Government still holds to that opinion.

It considers that a detailed examination of the problem with a view to the gradual attain-
ment of tangible results is desirable both on humanitarian and on political grounds. It is not
necessary for me to discuss the humanitarian reasons. The political reasons are the same
as those which gave rise to the contractual stipulations relating to the question, stipulations
which are at present in force.

The statesmen who had to fix the new frontiers of Europe when peace was concluded
based their action on the idea that, in the future, territorial disputes might be avoided and
peace established, if the national minorities, which had been handed over to another State,
were accorded guarantees of international protection. There is no doubt that that conception
of the protection of minorities is justified, quite apart from the territorial readjustments made
at the end of the world war.

In a remarkable speech delivered last year, M. Politis pointed out that international
protection was necessary, not only for minorities and for individuals who regarded themselves
as belonging to a minority, but also for safeguarding a minimum of human justice in general.
He expatiated on the idea of the international confirmation of the rights of man. I agree that
an international guarantee in respect of a certain minimum of human and civic liberties and
rights constitutes an ideal which should not be overlooked. In the present circumstances,
however, I consider it as wise and prudent to abide by the traditional notion of minorities
when examining the problem.

I approve, on behalf of my Government, the suggestion for such a study of the question
as I have just mentioned, but at the same time I wish to point out that our attitude on this
matter is by no means governed by the maxim : "all or nothing ". On the contrary, I think
that the establishment, on the conclusion of the last world war, of a restricted system of
international protection of minorities represented definite progress.

If the Assembly decides to examine that question, such examination should not necessarily
be directed towards a universal application of the stipulations and of the present procedure
with regard to the protection of minorities. In our delegation's opinion, considerable
progress will have been made if, as a first step, we can achieve the establishment of a general
principle authorising the League to consider and examine, as an international question, each
case of the oppression of a minority group, which constitutes a challenge to mankind.

Mr. O. SKELTON (Canada).-The Canadian delegation recognises that the present system
of guarantee of minority rights in certain countries by outside control is open to definite
objection; but it must also be recognised that any alternative solution of the problem which
was presented after the war by the existence of important minority groups in the area of the
continent of Europe which had been thrown into the melting-pot as the result of war and
revolution would have presented still greater difficulties, and that the solution which at
present exists was accepted by the Governments of the States to whose jurisdiction the
minorities in question were assigned as part of an agreed settlement.
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I have listened throughout the discussion for the advancing of any argument which would
warrant discarding the disadvantages of that solution while retaining the advantages, but so
far in vain. It may well be hoped that, in time, the system of external control will no longer
be found necessary-it is clearly not a permanent and eternal solution-and that the gradual
lessening of the antagonisms which were natural and inevitable at the beginning of the establish-
ment of the new States and the growing recognition by the majority and minority groups
alike of the common interests they enjoy in the new States will create the conditions which
make revision both desirable and possible.

It is difficult to see the consistency of the supporters of the present motion who argue,
on the one hand, that it is working out very badly in their own countries and, on the other,
that it would be to the advantage of all other countries to adopt the same system. We cannot
agree that, in the words of the resolution, it would be "just and equitable " to make the existing
system universal. Certainly this is not the case as regards overseas countries receiving recent
immigration. There is no parallel between the position of minorities transferred bodily,
and frequently without their own consent, to the jurisdiction of another State, and the position
of individual citizens who have immigrated in recent years of their own free will to countries
whose system of government they knew and accepted.

To establish a similar rule for such differing conditions would not be equity but inequity
-not equality but inequality-and particularly in cases such as ours, where there has been
no demand and no ground for adding external control to the protection already given by our
own law and practice.

M. ASLANI (Albania).-The Albanian delegation associates itself with the proposal
concerning the general application of the provisions regarding the protection of minorities.
It is hardly necessary to point out that it is by no means equitable that some minorities should
enjoy the rights awarded by the Minorities Treaties and that others should not. It has been
often repeated that one of the striking characteristics of the League of Nations is its universality.
This term should not apply merely to the number of countries included in the League, but also
to the universal and equal application of the principles governing the treaties and their
engagements, which are of the essence of the League.

The Albanian Government has fully endeavoured to acquit itself of the obligations deriving
from the Minorities Treaties, and naturally would be very desirous that Albanian minorities
living outside the frontiers should enjoy the same rights.

It is therefore obvious that the Albanian delegation is in favour of the proposal for the
generalisation of the protection of minorities.

The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to a later meeting.

NINTH MEETING.

Held on Thursday, September 20th, 1934, at 4 p.m

Chairman M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

26. Intellectual Co-operation: General Discussion (continuation).

M. TSIEN Tai (China) associated himself with the tribute-paid to the Intellectual Co-
operation Organisation. China was anxious to renew the expression of her gratitude for all
the support received from the Organisation.

He wished, at the same time, to thank M. Maurette, whose report contained suggestions
of great interest, which the Chinese Government would undoubtedly take into account in
reorganising public education in China.

He was glad to see from the report of the Rapporteur a reference to the fact that the
collaboration of the Organisation with China was not confined to education, but extended-
thanks to the activity of the Chinese National Committee-to the whole field of cultural
relations with Europe. He could assure the Committee that such collaboration would have
the fullest support of the Chinese Government.

M. DE ALBA (Mexico) had the greatest admiration for the methodical work and the zeal
of the Institute, and paid a tribute to the organising capacity of the Director.

'M. Maraini's report also contained a remarkable summary of recent activities of the
Institute.

The Mexican National Committee, whose work was marked by the utmost devotion and
disinterestedness, had collaborated during the last four years with the Institute in Paris as
well as with the Mexican Ministry of Education. Mexico sympathised to the full with the
Institute's work, and had appointed him (M. de Alba) to study its organisation and to give
it all possible support.. -
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He was glad to note the increasing interest displayed by the Institute in all aspects of
intellectual liaison with the American peoples. The Ibero-American Section of the Institute
was doing much to spread knowledge of Latin-American literature by its publication and
"conversations "

He supported the draft resolution submitted by M. Levillier,l and emphasised, in this
connection, how interesting was the Latin-American literature of the sixteenth century,
which was its golden age. There was, however, in addition, important work to be done in
connection with the early historians of the " Indies " and with the archaeology of the Latin-
American countries. The peoples of these countries would be delighted to learn that the
literary and scientific work of the Institute was to be supplemented by systematic studies
of primitive America before the age of Columbus.

M. NIETO-CABALLERO (Colombia) said that M. Bonnet and M. Maraini had each presented
reports of the highest interest. The culture of the mind was the common treasure of humanity.
Latin America, in spite of certain differences, which had something of the nature of family
quarrels, was a united continent in which national feeling (however high it might rise) was
never carried to the point of exclusiveness.

He also supported M. Levillier's draft resolution. In the noble and apt phrase of
M. Casares, there was no longer any question in Latin America of the " black record "of Spain.
Spain was regarded with affection for her glorious past, and also because she was now a sister
Republic. There were close cultural and artistic relations with Spain.

He added that he had forwarded to the President of the Assembly, with a view to the
latter bringing them to the notice of all delegates, the recommendations approved by the
educational conference called to meet at Geneva in July by the International Bureau of
Education. These recommendations had received the approval of the representatives of forty
countries. He believed it was possible to proceed with greater boldness in the discussion
of educational questions; and he suggested that one of the Institute's " conversations " might
be devoted in the near future to the exclusive discussion of this subject. The campaign against
the warlike spirit on the part of the younger generation ought to begin in the schools, and
it did not appear impossible to come to an agreement in this matter in connection with primary
as well as secondary education. The problem of education was of capital importance for the
young American countries, and the Committee would have seen (if the Minutes of the last
session of the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation had been distributed to the members)
that M. Nieto-Caballero had there referred to a proposal which had no doubt been brought to
the knowledge of the Secretary-General. He had something to say on this point.

The Latin-American countries had been visited in recent years by distinguished European
personages, who had done work of the utmost importance in bringing together the thought
of the two countries. It occurred to him that a mission of intellectual co-operation might
well be organised to travel about Latin America, not merely in order to bring the twenty Latin-
American nations a message of goodwill instinct with wise counsel, but also in order to make a
preliminary scientific study of the character of the American continent. There was no doubt
plenty of information available at Geneva to throw light on the best way of constituting such a
mission ; but he ventured to suggest that it should include a member of the general Secretariat
and a member of the International Labour Office, and that the Intellectual Co-operation
Organisation should be represented by three members, making in all a total of five persons.
The question of the nationality of the individuals selected was a secondary matter; but it
would seem desirable that the mission should include one South-American member and one
Spanish representative of special distinction. It would also be desirable for the mission to be
able to co-opt a member of the International Bureau of Education.

Such a mission would make it possible to establish preliminary contacts of a different
character to those which had been made up to the present. It would lead to the study of a
number of questions of common interest to both continents. It would constitute an occasion
for new "conversations ", new correspondence and the realisation of projects already under
consideration in the matter of publications. All such work came within the scope of the
activities to which the Director of the Institute had referred in his report.

He would add, speaking with friendly candour, that there was already a movement in
America of some weight in favour of increasing detachment from what might be called the
European atmosphere in regard to problems concerning the American continent. Were there
reasons why Latin America should establish her own League of Nations, her own International
Labour Office, her own Bureau of Education, her own Permanent Court of International
Justice ? Be that as it may, it was a fact that the League at present was only known in Latin
America in its political aspects; its social and intellectual wo~rk, on the other hand, would
compel the sympathies of all. He did not hesitate to say that the work done in connection
with malaria alone was sufficient to justify the interest in the League of countries situated
in regions where the scourge of malaria prevailed. The numerous publications of the Labour
Office ought also to be widely circulated. It rested with the Institute of Intellectual Co-
operation in the first instance to dispel the ignorance which prevailed in certain parts of the
world as to the real work of the League.

M. BIANCHERI (Italy) said that the Italian Government followed with the liveliest interest
all the efforts of the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation. The Committee's work in the
international sphere constituted one of the most valuable and most fruitful activities of the

1 See page 29.
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League. The Italian National Committee had been anxious to co-operate with the International
Committee in every respect, and proposed to continue to do so. This common effort was
animated by the truest spirit of collaboration.

He associated himself with the tributes paid to the Director of the Institute, as also to the
two Rapporteurs and to the Intellectual Co-operation Section of the Secretariat. He thanked
the French delegate for his kind words in respect of the Educational Cinematography Congress
and the work of the Rome Institute. The Italian Government entirely shared the view of the
French delegation as to the high importance of the latter institution, and was anxious to repeat
before the Committee that it had every intention of devoting all its efforts in the future to its
development. It was a particularly valuable institution in connection with the education
of the masses. The Italian Government had not hesitated, accordingly, to lend it all possible
support. The same was the case with the recent studies undertaken by the Intellectual
Co-operation Organisation, with the collaboration of the Secretariat's experts, with a view
to the development of cultural and educative broadcasting.

Mile. Vacaresco, in a graceful speech, had referred to the work of the Venice Conference,
with special reference to its efficient organisation and to the spirit with which it was animated.
He thanked her on behalf of the Italian delegation.

The same spirit of co-operation was responsible for the success of another institution which,
though in form independent of intellectual co-operation, was in actual fact a most satisfactory
embodiment of the pooling of artistic efforts of all nations. He referred to the Biennial
Exhibition of Modern Art in Venice, where sixteen countries had pavilions, and all the countries
invited jointly co-operated in the realisation in the field of art of a typical example of intellectual
co-operation.

The results obtained, as emphasised by the Rapporteur of the Sixth Committee, promised
well for the future. The Italian delegation had, accordingly, great satisfaction in approving
the draft resolutions submitted by the Rapporteur.

Mr. A. SKELTON (United Kingdom) did not propose to take part in the general discussion.
He would confine himself to one point, to which the United Kingdom Government attached
great importance: the draft agreement with regard to broadcasting prepared by the Intellectual
Co-operation Organisation and circulated in February last to the Governments for their
observations.

His Majesty's Government had sent its observations to the Secretary-General and would
follow the subsequent procedure with interest. The object of the agreement was a very
important one-namely, to prevent disturbances in international relations through ill-judged
broadcasting of inaccurate news or of opinions calculated to cause grave offence, ill-feeling
or even insecurity in other countries. The United Kingdom delegation felt that every effort
should be made to obtain a satisfactory outcome. The agreement, however, would have little
effect unless it were adopted by a large number of countries and were enforced, not only in
the letter, but in the spirit. That spirit was defined in the first article of the agreement,
providing that no messages should be broadcast which were intended for the population of
another country and were directed against its safety and good order.

Broadcasting was still in its infancy. Its possibilities were immense and numerous.
Consequently, all possible steps should be taken to prevent its developing into an instrument
of disruption and even of anarchy in international relations.

It would be tempting to discuss the general question of broadcasting in its many aspects,
but to save the time of the Committee he would confine himself to the single point he had made
and would urge that as many countries as possible should consider the draft agreement and
support it. He therefore associated himself with the resolution on this subject submitted to
the Committee.

M. DE ECKHARDT (Hungary) was anxious to refute two definite allegations made by the
Czechoslovak delegate which the latter had stressed in his remarks of the day before yesterday,
while ignoring the other charges in order to conform to the letter and spirit of the Assembly
Rules of Procedure. He proposed on the same grounds not to follow M. Osusky in his enlarge-
ments of the theme under discussion, which were calculated to shift the ground of the question
raised by the Hungarian delegation.

Nor did he intend to refer further to the personal comments M. Osusky had seen fit to make
with regard to the former and present Hungarian Premiers. The comments in question
were based on inadequate acquaintance with the facts and could be of no importance.

The first point he had to refute was the following : M. Osusky had referred on the previous
day to certain school text-books published in Hungary which, according to him, were tendentious
publications. It was sufficient in this connection to cite the Hungarian Ministerial Orders
of I925, 1932 and the current year, which laid down that text-books in current use must not
contain any matter calculated to give offence to other nations. Hungary was perfectly prepared
to submit each concrete case of the kind reported to the impartial organs of intellectual
co-operation. He assumed that the delegations of the three countries on behalf of which
M. Osusk~S had yesterday spoken were prepared to make a similar declaration.

M. Osusk2's second allegation was to the effect that Hungary and the Hungarian delegation
to the Disarmament Conference were anxious to wreck the work done in connection with moral

1 See Official Journal, February 1934 (Part I), page 168.
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disarmament. That charge was easily refuted. It was sufficient to refer to the report by
M. Komarnicki on the work of the Mor al Disarmament Committee in November last, in which
it was stated that "the Hungarian delegate's reservation does not concern the contents
of the draft adopted, but the form to be given to the undertakings to thewhich States would
finally be called upon to subscribe ". There was no question, therefore, of the work in connection
with moral disarmament being held up by the attitude of the Hungarian delegation. The
latter, in any case, was not the only delegation to formulate reservations in this respect.

-Having saic hd that h homittee wouoto consider the substance of thequestion he had raised the day before yesterday-namely, the question of the free circulation
of Hungarian publications which were purely scientific and technical in character. What was
the issue ? The situation was an impossible one; it had lasted only too long. The artificial
obstacles erected between certain countries and Hungary to prevent the free circulation of
publications which had nothing whatever to do with the Peace Treaties or with contemporary
politics were in open conflict with the idea of good understanding between nations and
threatened, if they were not eliminated, to compromise the work of intellectual co-operation
in the international sphere. That was the problem awaiting solution.

The Hungarian delegation was not concerned in this matter to champion the work of
Anaxagoras, a Greek philosopher, or Lenau, a German poet, but to protect Hungarian books,
the products of Hungarian science, against oppression of any kind.

The purpose of the Hungarian amendment was nott to blame ayone but to improve the
position by an appeal for conciliatory intervention. But the statements of M. Osusky and the
manner in which hhe had made them in the evening of the day before yesterday were diametrically
opposed to the Hungarian conception of this problem. The more striking the antithesis between
these two standpoints, the more necessary must be conciliatory action. M. Osusky's attitude
which had little in common with the spirit of intellectual co-operatio in the internationasphere, was the best argument in favour of the Hungarian amendment.

The Hungarian delegation, for its part, could assure the Committee on Intellectual
Co-operation, which had done so much good work in the past, of its complete confidence.
He did not suppose that in the present controversy, even amongst those delegations which
were opposed to the Hungarian point of view, there was any single delegation which was
prepared to question the competence, impartiality and goodwill of the Committee on Intellectual
Co-operation. That was why the Hungarian delegation was asking the Sixth Committee to
invite the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation to lend its co-operation in any case in which
its conciliatory action might be asked to ensure the free circulation of scientific and technical
publications. It was not in any one-sided preoccupation with the interests of Hungary that
the Hungarian delegation had proposed its amendment, but in the interest of all. It asked
the minimum that could be asked for under existing circumstances.

M. OsusK' (Czechoslovakia) asked the Hungarian delegate to inform the Committee
in the first place of the dates on which the concrete cases he had submitted had taken place,
and of the dates of the prohibitions to which he had referred. He also asked whether the
Hungarian National Committee had brought its grievances before the International Committee,
and what steps the latter had taken and with what result.

M. DE ECKHARDT (Hungary) replied that the question had been raised in concrete form
for the first time by the Hungarian National Committee on June 8th, I927. M. Albert de
Berzeviczy, President of the Hungarian Academy of Science and of the Hungarian National
Committee-the Academy of Science was largely responsible for the work of the National
Committee-had addressed a note to M. Julien Luchaire, the then Director of the International
Committee, asking for the effective help of the League through the intermediary of the
International Committee.

On November 20oth of the same year, M. Albert de Berzeviczy had renewed his request,
at the same time asking the International Committee to deal as soon as possible with his
first request. Though he pressed his point, he was compelled to be satisfied with a reply from
M. Luchaire to the effect that the question had been submitted to a Commission of Experts
of the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation. The Commission was to have met in 1928
to give its opinion in the matter; but, though more than five years had elapsed since then, no
communication had been made to Hungary with regard to any resolution on the part of the
Commission.

M. BONNET, Director of the Institute of Intellectual Co-operation, gave the Committee
some information on the points raised by the Hungarian delegate and in reply to M. OsuskY's
request. 

This question had already come before the League of Nations several times, having been
introduced both in the Sixth Committee, by the Hungarian delegate, and directly in the
Committee on Intellectual Co-operation. M. Bonnet had not all the documents of the case
before him and could not, therefore, give the Committee absolutely accurate information, but
that which he would give would nevertheless be sufficient in the present case.

As M. de Eckhardt had just pointed out, the question had already been raised before the
Committee on Intellectual Co-operation in 1927 or 1928, quite apart from Count Apponyi's
observations in the Sixth Committee. A further step had, however, quite recently been taken

See document Conf.D./Bureau 54 (Annex).



by the Hungarian National Committee. A request had been submitted to the Executive
Committee of the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation in the last months of I933.
M. Bonnet would like to give somewhat more detailed explanations regarding this last stage
of the matter. Definite action had, perhaps, not been taken upon the first application made
by the Hungarian National Committee, but this time a procedure had been set in motion.

The Hungarian National Committee, like all other National Committees, was, in virtue
of a resolution of the Assembly, a member of the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation. As
such, it had the right to submit proposals and suggestions to the International Committee.
M. Bonnet would like to take this opportunity of paying a tribute to the work of the Hungarian
Committee, which was exceptionally efficient and gave the Institute very real support in
every branch of its work and research. In the case in point, the Hungarian Committee had
written a letter, perfectly courteous and moderate in tone, to the Institute of Intellectual
Co-operation and, as he had said, M. Bonnet had transmitted this to the International
Committee. The latter's Executive Committee had then authorised him to get into touch
with the Yugoslav, Czechoslovak and Roumanian National Committees; and this he had done
in January last.

After an interval, when these three Committees had investigated the matter, M. Bonnet
had received replies just as courteous and conciliatory in tone as the application made by the
Hungarian National Committee. These replies did not, perhaps, give full satisfaction-he
could not yet speak on that point, as he had not received any further communication from
Budapest.

The general purport of the above-mentioned three National Committees' replies was
briefly that there were a certain number of regulations which must be observed on the frontiers
with regard to the entry of foreign publications, and that special offices were entrusted with
the enforcement of these regulations; further, that, within the limits laid down by these
regulations, Hungarian publications were not forbidden on the territory of the States in
question, and that, in any case, the three Committees would use their good offices to facilitate
the entry of these publications and to adjust disputes if any had arisen or should arise in the
future.

As already stated, M. Bonnet had therefore transmitted these three replies to the Hungarian
National Committee; he had also communicated them to the Executive Committee on
Intellectual Co-operation, and that was how matters stood at present.

He could assure the Hungarian delegate that, if a further communication from Budapest,
through the Hungarian National Committee (for this was the ordinary channel), were received
by the Institute, he would certainly submit it to the International Committee and address
himself to the three National Committees concerned-in a word, he would take the appropriate
action on the matter. In any case, it could already be said that the Hungarian application
would not now be forgotten, if, indeed, it had been neglected in I927.

The Director of the International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation then dealt with
the second stage of the matter. The Hungarian delegate had proposed a resolution which,
M. Bonnet might be permitted to say, was of a very general nature and, while it could be
accepted by M. Bonnet personally, was not, nevertheless, perfectly balanced.

The first part of this resolution ran as follows :

" The Assembly,
" Noting once again the importance of the problem of the international circulation

of books;
" And reiterating the hope that the obstacles in the way of the circulation of scientific

and technical publications may be overcome as far as possible . .

This was a very general preamble. The Committee on Intellectual Co-operation was well
aware of the importance of this problem, and was dealing with it in all its aspects. And the
preamble to this resolution seemed also to concern every aspect of the question. The most
important of all, the one which, for the last year or two, had become more and more imperative,
was the economic and Customs aspect of the matter. Hitherto, quotas and Customs barriers
had been aimed at manufactured goods; now, Customs barriers were being erected in many
parts of the world against books, and consequently, alas ! against the spread of ideas. The
Committee on Intellectual Co-operation viewed this tendency with much uneasiness. There
had even been difficulties this year-difficulties connected purely with Customs and not at all
with political considerations-over the entry into certain countries of the documents of the
Institute of Intellectual Co-operation, which, M. Bonnet could assure his hearers, in no way
competed with the periodicals of the countries in question. This meant that a problem had
arisen similar to that faced by the Educational Cinematographic Institute in Rome with regard
to the free circulation of educational films. The Intellectual Co-operation Organisation had
to deal with the free circulation of books and to prevent economic restrictions from prejudicing
the dissemination of ideas.

M. Bonnet believed that, in general, the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation would be
very glad to receive some encouragement from the Sixth Committee and the Assembly to
continue action on these lines. This would give it support in the negotiations and enquiries
which it might have to undertake.

The second part of the draft resolution submitted by the Hungarian delegate ran as follows :

"Requests the International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation to lend its
assistance to this end in all cases in which it is asked to act as mediator."

1 See page 32.
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Obviously, in this second part, the Hungarian delegate was considering more particularly

the question with which he had dealt in his first speech the other day. The Committee on

Intellectual Co-operation, however, might on occasion be moved not to wait to be asked to act

as mediator but itself to take the initiative. On the other hand, it was at present studying

the technical aspect of the question of the free circulation of books. It had not been asked

for anything; there was no question of acting as mediator. It was doing work on its own

initiative-difficult work, because economic interests were involved.
In other words, the second part of the resolution did not correspond to the first. There

was also another small inaccuracy. It would be better to say " continue to lend its assistance
rather than " lend its assistance ", because the International Committee's constitution and its
relations with other bodies already authorised it to lend its assistance; and, as M. Bonnet

had stated, it had done so during the past year.
He would not take the liberty of making suggestions to the Committee, for he left this to

the delegates; but, in order to clarify the discussion, he would permit himself to say that the

general premises, to which he had just referred, seemed to him quite acceptable. It would,

however, be an advantage to alter the second part of the resolution in order to make its scope

more general, by requesting the Committee " to continue [this was not a final draft] its successful

efforts in favour of the circulation of books while considering this problem in all its aspects .

The resulting resolution would give support, the moral support of the Assembly, to the

Committee on Intellectual Co-operation, and would, perhaps, be immediately acceptable

to the Committee, since it contained no reference to the controversy which has arisen on this

point. It was not for M. Bonnet to take the place of the delegations concerned, but the

Committee would realise that it had not before it all the documents essential to a judgment

of the case, and M. Bonnet, therefore, did not suppose that it intended to start examining it.

He would, therefore, ask that confidence be placed in the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation

to which the problem had already been referred, and that the Sixth Committee, if it desired to

do so, should pronounce in favour of the free circulation of books and periodicals-a matter

of the highest importance to intellectual co-operation.
M. Bonnet then thanked the Committee for the interest shown in questions of intellectual

co-operation and assured it of his gratitude and of that of the Institute's staff for the far too

flattering words which had been spoken.
He would also like to say that the new proposals, particularly those of M. Levillier and

M. Casares, would, if the Committee accepted them, be duly examined during the year, and that

he hoped the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation would be able to take action in regard to

them. The same applied to M. Nieto-Caballero's proposal. This was not altogether new,

since it had already been made by the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation in July. As

the Committee was aware, it concerned a journey through Latin America, to be made by a

delegation from the Institute of Intellectual Co-operation, the Secretariat and the International

Labour Office. This proposal would be submitted to the Executive Committee in December,

and had already been examined by the Secretariat departments.
In closing, M. Bonnet stated that the work of intellectual co-operation was more and more

directed towards the achievement of mutual understanding between the peoples and intellectual

and international rapprochement. The Sixth Committee had shown clearly in the lofty

discussions which had taken place during the last three days that this was its essential concern,

and that it wished to see intellectual co-operation play its part in the League of Nations with

a view to a true rapprochement based on real understanding.

M. OSUSK• (Czechoslovakia) reminded his hearers that it was not he who had opened

this discussion in the Sixth Committee. They would agree with him that it was a serious-

nay, a grave-matter for the responsible representative of a Government to accuse three other

Governments before the delegates of fifty-four nations and before world opinion of not working

for moral disarmament and of opposing the spread of ideas.
The Committee had heard the explanations given by M. Luchaire's successor. M. Bonnet

had explained what had taken place-that the Hungarian National Committee had applied

to the International Committee, that the International Committee had communicated on the

subject with the Roumanian, Czechoslovak and Yugoslav National Committees, that these
three Committees had replied that the replies had been communicated to the Hungarian

National Committee, and that this last body had not yet stated whether it was satisfied or not.

Yet it was at this stage that the representative of the Budapest Government chose publicly

to accuse the three above-mentioned countries before the delegates of fifty-four nations.

The explanations given by M. Bonnet relieved M. Osusky of the necessity of pressing the

point ;he would therefore limit himself to an examination of the draft resolution.
This draft had a very innocent look. What did it mean, if M. Osuski interpreted it

aright (for French was not his native language) ? What were the obstacles of which it spoke

in the second paragraph ? They were the obstacles of which the Hungarian delegate had

spoken in connection with the concrete cases raised by him. Could the Czechoslovak delegate

ratify such a judgment on the concrete cases raised, and could the Sixth Committee judge the

three countries concerned, charged as they were with raising obstacles in those concrete cases ?

The Committee had heard the explanation given by the Director of the Institute of

Intellectual Co-operation. M. Bonnet had said that no charge could be brought against the

three States referred to. When they had been asked for an explanation they had given it.

Could they be declared guilty of the actions of which the Hungarian delegate accused them ?

The CHAIRMAN observed that the discussion which had just taken place proved one thing

only-namely, that the Committee was faced with an old difficulty which he could not take it
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upon himself to judge, an old difficulty which the four countries concerned were entitled to
consider with the gravity corresponding to the importance it had for them ; but, in view of the
goodwill displayed by all concerned, he was convinced that the matter would ultimately be
settled. He therefore asked the four delegations concerned whether they would not agree,
in order to allow the discussion on this matter to be closed, to entrust the Rapporteur and the
Director of the Institute with the task of arriving at an arrangement which the Chairman had
no desire to prejudice; it might consist in a redrafting or a withdrawal of the draft resolution.
Instead of continuing to thresh out this question in the Committee, which had already taken
note of it and given it all the publicity and moral weight that the League could bestow, would it
not be better to entrust it to a small number of persons in whom the greatest confidence could
be placed ? The persons chosen might be the representative or representatives of the countries
against whom the charges had been made, the representative of the country which had brought
these charges, the Rapporteur and the Director of the Institute. The Chairman felt certain,
knowing as he did the persons concerned, that, by the date of the meeting at which the report
and final conclusions had to be approved, an agreement would have been reached.

M. OSUSKP (Czechoslovakia) said he could not agree to serve on the Committee which
the Chairman had suggested, because he refused to acknowledge, even by implication, that the
charges that had been made had any justification whatever.

M. DE ECKHARDT (Hungary) gladly accepted the Chairman's proposal.
He agreed fully with the Czechoslovak delegate that the charge that had been made was a

grave one, but he thought it was also a fair one. That fair accusation was particularly grave
because, although it had been made and repeated time after time for seven years, no result had
been secured, no improvement had been brought about. In view of M. Osusk3's refusal,
the Hungarian delegation proposed to publish the huge collection of material that it possessed
on the subject, and to send it to intellectual circles in all countries, so that they might be able to
form a correct judgment on the question and on the necessity of removing the obstacles that
were placed in the way of the free circulation of Hungarian scientific publications.

The correspondence to which M. Bonnet had referred in the Committee was quite recent,
and related merely to a few specific cases to which the Hungarian Committee on Intellectual
Co-operation had called attention; and, even in those cases, the replies of the National
Committees of the Little Entente countries had been unsatisfactory. Apart from that, the
problem that he had raised that day and two days earlier was still completely unsolved. It
was essential that so disquieting a question should at last be settled.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) deeply regretted that he could not accept the friendly suggest ion
made by the Chairman, that a sub-committee should be set up to enquire into the question.
After the explanations that had been given by M. Bonnet, the Director of the Institute, he
thought that any resolution would be superfluous. M. Bonnet had told the Committee
what had taken place. The I928 resolution covered the whole matter, and since then the
Institute had always done its duty. That being so, a resolution acknowledging the fact was
needless, because, ever since the Institute had come into being, successive Assemblies had always
reiterated their entire confidence in it. The resolution was therefore superfluous, and, if
it should nevertheless be moved, he felt that the arguments that had been advanced by his
Czechoslovak colleague had clearly shown that it would become dangerous. For that reason
he could not accept any resolution on the subject.

M. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia) said he could not remain silent, lest his silence be interpreted as
meaning that the Yugoslav delegation was not concerned with the debate. The Hungarian
delegate's charges had been made collectively against all the three Little Entente countries.
Consequently, he entirely subscribed to the replies given by M. Osusky and, on the subject
of the draft resolution, to the observations that had just been made by M. Antoniade.

Mr. OFFICER (Australia) hoped that the Hungarian delegate would either withdraw or
radically amend his resolution, which he had doubtless drafted to meet a particular case, but
which the Committee would realise affecte wd them all. As far as the Australian delegation
was concerned, whilst it could agree to some very general form of words emphasising the
importance of the free circulation of books, it could never agree to accept a resolution containing
paragraphs on the lines of those of the second and third paragraphs before the Committee,
suggesting that quite generally there were obstacles to the circulation of books.

and was bound to admit that he did not consider that the evidence which had been given was
sufficient to convince any delegate who was unfamiliar with the details of the question. The
Chairman's proposal, in the form in which it had been made, or in any other form that suited
the parties better, would be more likely to enable the Committee, after it had received statements
from both parties, to form an opinion for the benefit, perhaps, of the next year's Assembly.

For the time being, he supported the Australian delegate's remarks. If it were said that
the Assembly, emphasising one again the importance of the problem of the international
circulation of books, requested the International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation to
lend its valuable assistance whenever its conciliatory intervention might be requested, it would
be tantamount to suggesting, in a general, philosophical and objective manner, that difficulties
might arise and that they would have to be remedied. For that purpose the aid of the Institute
of Intellectual Co-operation would be called for.

To avoid any unnecessary criticism, he would ask for the omission of the second paragraph
of the draft resolution, and he hoped that that proposal would satisfy both the delegations of the
Little Entente and the Hungarian delegation.
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M. DE ECKHARDT (Hungary) said he was prepared to accept the Argentine delegate's
proposal.

M. OSUSK' (Czechoslovakia) observed that, if the resolution were drafted on the lines
suggested by M. Levillier, it would become pointless, for it merely contemplated a system
that was already in operation. The International Committee on Intellectual Co-operation
already lent its assistance in cases of that kind, as had been shown by examples.

The CHAIRMAN, amending his previous proposal, suggested that the Rapporteur and the
Director of the International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation should discuss the matter
with the Czechoslovak, Roumanian and Yugoslav delegations on the one hand, and with the
Hungarian delegation on the other, in the hope of arriving at an agreed formula.

The Chairman's proposal was adopted.

M. DE REYNOLD, representative of the International Committee on Intellectual Co-
operation, wished to say, being about to take leave of the Sixth Committee, that its meetings
were highly encouraging to the Committee which he had the honour to represent. They showed
that its work was understood and appreciated universally, even in the Antipodes.

The Intellectual Co-operation Organisation had now completed its circumnavigation
of the globe, and was immensely benefited thereby, because one of the fundamental objects
of its work was to serve the different States and peoples.

Having said so much, he would only touch upon two points in the discussion, and those
were the points that concerned the universal character of the Committee on Intellectual
Co-operation.

First, with regard to the " conversations ", he had listened with the greatest pleasure to
the kindly yet critical remarks of M. Levillier, and his pleasure had been all the greater in
that those remarks were identical with what he himself had said in the Committee on Intellectual
Co-operation. It was an encouragement to that Committee that such importance was attached
to the " conversations ", and that it was being urged to continue them. Yet more valuable,
however, were the warnings against the natural tendency towards inflation. Henceforward,
the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation would endeavour to preserve the intimate
character of the " conversations ", which gave them their peculiar charm and their essential
importance. The " conversations" were one of the best ways of expressing in concrete form
the Committee's aspiration towards universality, and that was true in four respects: the
universal subjects with which they dealt ; the variety of the thinkers who took part in them;
the inspiring surroundings in which they had taken place and would continue to take place;
and the wide publicity they received through the Committee's publications. The Committee
would see to it that those publications were, as M. Levillier desired, as full and substantial
as possible.

The second aspect of its universality was, perhaps, the most important, and it was the
Argentine delegate's proposal that led him to emphasise it. Intellectual co-operation on a
European scale was no longer adequate. There must be intellectual co-operation between
continents, between the great civilisations, between the countries most remote from the centre.
That was what was needed; that alone could impart to the work its true meaning and its
proper scope. Moreover, such co-operation was as valuable to those distant countries, to
those other parts of the globe, as to the Committee itself. It was a real mutual service.

One of his greatest pleasures as a member of the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation
was that he had been able to help to put the Ibero-American Collection on a sound footing.
He always enjoyed taking the chair at meetings which dealt with that subject. It was a
continual revelation to him-the revelation of a civilisation that had produced masterpieces
and was still producing them-an enrichment of his mind. He therefore begged the Latin-
American representatives to continue to display their interest in the Collection, and to assist
the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation with their advice, in order that, ultimately, the
Collection might become what it was meant to be. After all, it was only a beginning; it was
only the first link in a chain; it was one of those practical, limited steps which, taken
cumulatively, amounted to a great work. The Collection must be enlarged. It was the
beginning of what he would call a great friendship; and, if personal contacts were established,
as M. Nieto-Caballero had proposed, that friendship would grow stronger and would take a
more concrete form. It was for that reason that he felt he could at once accept M. Levillier's
proposal on behalf of the Committee. If, as he hoped would be the case, the necessary funds
were supplied, the Committee would attach the highest importance to the matter.

What was more, the example set by the Ibero-American Collection might be followed,
more especially in relation to the Far East-in respect of the whole of Oriental and Asiatic
civilisation. To achieve harmony between Oriental and European civilisations was another
of the Committee's fundamental aims. He would ask the representatives of Eastern countries
sitting in the Sixth Committee to believe that the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation
had that aim firmly in its mind, and that, with their already very valuable aid, it would come
nearer to achieving it every year.

Lastly, it was highly gratifying to the Committee to see the relations that had been
established between its work and India, South Africa, New Zealand, Australia and Canada.
Proof of that was to be found in the recent International Educational Congress which had been
so well organised by South Africa; and there was further proof in the remarks that had been
made in that Committee by the representative of New Zealand. Contact had been
established. The contributions of those countries to the work of intellectual co-operation
was already considerable, and would increase still further. Moreover, the Intellectual Co-
operation Committee considered it a duty to render them all the services they might ask in the
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field of intellectual co-operation. It was a consequence of their very remoteness that for them
intellectual co-operation was, perhaps, of all the fields in which the League was active, that in
which it could most practically and effectively co-operate with them. He therefore begged
their representatives not to hesitate to let the Secretariat of the Intellectual Co-operation
Committee or the Paris Institute know, whenever occasion arose, in what fields they would like
intellectual co-operation to be established between them and the Committee, more especially
in regard to exchanges.

Finally, referring to the debate that had arisen a little earlier, he would point out that,
at the session of the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation in the previous year, the National
Committees of the four States concerned had been represented, that the very delicate question
which had just been raised had also been raised at that time, and that it had been discussed
in an atmosphere of complete mutual understanding and calm. He therefore felt that, if
there was anywhere where that question could gradually be brought to a solution to the satis-
faction of all concerned, it was in the atmosphere of the Committee on Intellectual Co-
operation.

M. CASARES (Spain) explained that, for his own proposal,' he had submitted a second text
in amendment of the first, his object being to take account of suggestions that had been made
to him by persons who had a very special knowledge of questions concerning intellectual
property. They had advised him to amend the closing passage of the draft resolution so as
to give greater latitude to the experts who would prepare the preliminary draft which was
to serve as a basis for discussion at the next Brussels Conference. Hence the new wording,
which was as follows:

" The Assembly,
" Having heard the particulars supplied to it in regard to the progress recently made

in the matter of bringing into harmony the Berne and Havana Conventions on authors'
rights:

"Notes with satisfaction that, as a result of the Pan-American Conference at
Montevideo, an Amertcan Committee has been set up to prepare a draft, co-ordinating
the basic principles of the two Conventions

"Having regard to the interest which the Assembly has taken in this problem since
September I929;

"It asks that the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation should study, before the
Brussels Revision Conference, the terms of a preliminary draft Convention combining
the above-mentioned Conventions. "

Secondly, in order not to place recollections of war and conquest in the foreground, he
would propose that the reference to " conquests " at the end of the first paragraph of
M. Levillier's draft resolution be omitted, and that that passage be given the following
wording, which had just been decided on by M. Levillier himself:

" A similar collection dealing with the great American discoveries and the American
history of the sixteenth century."

M. MARAINI (Italy), Rapporteur, was glad to note that no general criticism had been
levelled against the actual lines on which the Organisation was working, or against the
programme of which he had spoken to the Committee two days previously, taken as a whole.

He would like, first, to thank M. de Reynold for the information and the high-minded
ideas he had contributed.

He then replied in chronological order to the various speakers who had taken part in
the discussion.

M. Levillier had made a specific proposal for an extensive study of the origin of the Latin-
American civilisation by a select group of Americanists. He was willing to accept that proposal
in the form of the draft resolution that had been submitted.2 It would thus be added to the
other proposals that had already been submitted with the Rapporteur's report.

M. Bourquin's remarks did not require the Committee to take any decision. He had
expressed his personal interest and faith in the scientific study of international relations.

Among the various points dealt with by M. Cassin, M. de Reynold would like to refer to
that concerning the social aspect of the work of the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation.
He felt that that work ought to reach the masses, and not merely the educated classes.

Mlle. Vacaresco had placed all her poetic talent at the service of the essentially human work
of intellectual co-operation. Listening to her, all the delegates had felt in themselves a revival
of the hope that their work would not be in vain, and that, come what might, they would have
the approval of the greatest minds.

He had no doubt that the Director of the Institute would give M. Motta's argument all
the attention it deserved. He might mention that the co-operation which M. Motta desired,
between the International Bureau of Education and the Institute of Intellectual Co-operation,
had existed on various occasions in the past.

Regarding the question raised by M. de Eckhardt, the necessary explanations had been
given by the Director of the Institute of Intellectual Co-operation.

M. Bonnet had also replied to M. Osusky.
M. Maraini could not but associate himself entirely with the fervent and inspired words

of M. Costa du Rels on the need of re-establishing an understanding between artists and the

1 See page 33.
2 See page 29.
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public through the medium of beauty. He would also like to thank M. Costa du Rels for the
tribute he had paid to the Italian Committee on Intellectual Co-operation and the Italian
Government for what they had done at Venice.

M. Casares had referred to intellectual property. His remarks were entirely justified;
he had laid particular stress on the necessity of bringing the Berne and Havana Conventions
into line. The Committee had before it a draft resolution in which those suggestions and
proposals were embodied.'

The Committee was indebted to M. Dirk van Broekhuizen for a speech in which he had
admirably expressed the whole essence of intellectual co-operation-the need of mutual
understanding between peoples; and it could be imagined how grateful the Committee was
for those words.

It likewise appreciated the remarks of M. Parra-Perez, who had always used his authority
in support of the continued development of the National Committees on Intellectual Co-
operation.

M. Beteta's speech had been a description of the origins of the Maya civilisation and its
great importance in the study of Latin-American civilisation. It was for that reason that
M. Beteta had supported M. Levillier's proposal.

Sir James Parr had been the mouthpiece, in the Committee, of the people most remote
from Europe, and had urged that, while intellectual co-operation was a necessity for all, it
was especially so for an isolated country like New Zealand. What he desired most of all,
therefore, was exchanges of teachers and students, in order to establish cultural relations which
could overleap the distances between different continents and civilisations.

M. Komarnicki's aspirations on the subject of moral disarmament were identical with
those of the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation. The Assembly was undoubtedly
anxious that the draft text on moral disarmament which had been drawn up should be adopted,
since, as the Polish delegate had said, it was sufficient to afford a foundation for the whole
work of intellectual co-operation.

The Chinese delegate's speech had been a great encouragement to the Intellectual Co-
operation Organisation. It showed that the help that had been given to the Chinese
Government in that great work was appreciated in the spirit which the Committee on
Intellectual Co-operation had intended. The Committee's aim had been to furnish the autho-
rities with the best technical opinions, leaving it to their wisdom to choose between them.

M. de Alba had produced a series of solid and convincing arguments in support of
M. Levillier's proposal. He had also succeeded in defining in a few words the immense
importance of Latin America to intellectual co-operation.

Similar support had been received from M. Nieto-Caballero, who had also taken the
opportunity to affirm the moral and spiritual unity of Latin America. He had likewise
seconded M. Motta's proposal, and had suggested a mission of intellectual co-operation to South
America.

M. Biancheri had laid stress upon the part taken by Italy in the continual development
of intellectual co-operation. He had, in particular, referred to the work of the Italian
Committee, the Educational Cinematographic Institute, and the Biennial International
Exhibition at Venice, which, with its sixteen pavilions, represented a realisation of the aims
of intellectual co-operation in the field of contemporary art.

Mr. A. Skelton, delegate of the United Kingdom, had supported with great authority the
draft on the subject of "Broadcasting and Peace ". He might be sure that the services
concerned would attach the highest importance to the amendments proposed by the United
Kingdom Government. M. Maraini had pleasure in adding that the replies received from a
large number of Governments were favourable to the draft.

In conclusion, he would like to make two general remarks. In the first place, he would
call attention to the number of members of the Sixth Committee who had spoken during this
discussion. He would also emphasise the importance of what they had said. He welcomed
this, because he saw in it a proof of the interest taken by the Sixth Committee in the work
of the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation. The discussion had assumed ampler proportions
than in previous years.

His second observation concerned the truly universal character of the work of the
Intellectual Co-operation Organisation. That universality, which M. de Reynold had already
proclaimed, had been affirmed both by the numerous representatives of the Latin-American
continent, by the delegates of British Dominions, and even by those of Far-Eastern countries.
The significance of that was perfectly plain: in the first place, it showed what confidence the
Intellectual Co-operation Organisation had succeeded in inspiring in the most diverse parts of
the world, thanks to the inherent strength of any institution founded upon thought and ideas
and not upon material interests; secondly, it showed that the League possessed in the
Organisation an instrument, a tool, admirably forged, which could overcome the obstacles
of space and those of human diversity and rally all the nations to the cause of peace.

1 See page 34-.
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TENTH MEETING.

Held on Friday, September 2Ist, I934, at Io a.m.

Chairman: M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

27. Protection of Minorities: Proposal of the Polish Government for the Conclusion
of a General Convention (continuation).

M. ANTONOFF (Bulgaria).-I have followed with keen interest the debate which has taken
place on the Polish delegation's proposal,' and I must say at once that I have been profoundly
disturbed thereby.

It is, of course, possible to uphold the principle of an extension of minority obligations.
But if these obligations were extended to every country in every continent, would not the
final result be to stifle all protection of minorities, especially if the first step was to denounce
the minority conventions ? That is the question I am asking myself, and that everyone is
asking in Bulgaria.

We may well be alarmed at such a prospect, and an endeavour must be made to obviate
the danger of fatal confusion. Hence Bulgaria, without opposing the convocation of an
international conference for the settlement of the minorities question, could only support it on
the express condition that it should be understood that the guarantees which our minorities
derive from the treaties at present in force should be strictly maintained.

Having made this clear, I wish to emphasise that these guarantees, the realisation of which
we are still awaiting, are far from representing, in the Bulgarian Government's eyes, a weapon
placed in the hands of the minorities against the majorities. In its opinion, there is no
question of a struggle of the minorities against the majorities, and my Yugoslav colleague
was quite right in asking that minorities protection should not serve as a pretext for subversive
action aimed at compromising the existence of the State holding the majority. But I must
utter a warning here against the theory of the fusion of the minorities into the majorities
which was put forward by the Haitian delegate and which, however natural it may be in
advanced countries, would entail the risk in our Eastern areas, and particularly in the Balkans,
of encouraging the worst violence in the service of a policy of denationalisation of minority
populations.

Such, too, seems to me to be the significance of minority protection and of the eminently
peace-making role assigned therein to the League of Nations-a role, not of opposition, but
rather of conciliation and collaboration between majorities and minorities.

The Bulgarian Government goes further and, eschewing any ulterior motives in its minority
claims, it sees in the protection of the Bulgarian minorities in the States where they exist the
surest and most effective means of bringing about a sincere and loyal rapprochement between
Bulgaria and her neighbours and of consolidating peace in the Balkans.

Mr. OFFICER (Australia).-I would not intervene in this discussion did it not seem desirable
that the Committee should know the attitude of all delegations before the debate is closed.

I will state very briefly the Australian attitude. Australia regards the minority problem
as essentially European, and we are far from Europe. But Australian blood and treasure
helped to secure the settlement of which the minority provisions form a part. Australia
has never looked on the problem as an everlasting one, or the provisions as unalterable. It is
very ready to agree that, if there are defects, appropriate steps should be taken to secure, by
agreement of the parties concerned, the necessary amendment. It cannot agree that they can
be altered or repudiated by a unilateral Act.

On the proposal for a conference and a Convention, its views are the same as those so
clearly expressed yesterday by the Canadian delegate. It does not believe that the remedy
for the defects in the present system is to make the system general. If that system is
unsatisfactory when applied to a few, why would it become satisfactory when applied to all ?
Australia was therefore opposed to the proposal for a general Convention.

Mr. EDEN (United Kingdom).-The proposal which the Polish delegate put before us
in this Committee yesterday is one for the extension to all Members of the League of a system
of international protection for minorities under the guarantee of the League of Nations. If
I may say so with respect, it is a little strange to find the Polish delegate the earnest advocate
of such a scheme. A few days ago, if I understood his speech aright, the Polish Minister for
Foreign Affairs was making it clear to us in the Assembly that he felt no affection for the
system set up by the Minorities Treaties as it operates in his own country. He said quite
definitely that2 "the application of the system in its existing form has proved wholly
disappointing ". It was perhaps a little paradoxical that Colonel Beck should have accompanied
his disappointment at the application of the system in his own country with a demand for the

1 See Minutes of the eighth meeting.
2 See records of the fourth plenary meeting of the Assembly.
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extension of some similar system to the whole world. I make no complaint whatever that
the Polish delegate should have brought this proposal before the Sixth Committee. On the
contrary, it is all to the good. The problem is admittedly one of complexity and it calls for
clear thought and frank examination.

The problem dealt with in the Minorities Treaties-and it is at once a definite and limited
problem-was well stated by M. Briand.l " It had been felt necessary," he said, " on the
creation or enlargement of certain nations, to provide for the protection of minorities and to
afford them certain guarantees. It had, at the same time, been realised that it was essential
for these minorities, while retaining their distinctive characteristics and their traditions, to
merge themselves in the nations to which they were assigned, and that they should not appear
as elements of separatism and revolt." While there is, therefore, the primary right of the
minorities to be protected, there is also, as the Assembly has expressly recognised, the duty
incumbent on minorities to co-operate as loyal fellow-citizens with the nations to which they
belong. "The purpose of the treaties", said Sir Austen Chamberlain in I929, " was to make
conditions in the minority countries such that the minorities could be and were loyal members
of the nations to which they belonged."

I now come to an important item in our consideration-namely, the limited character
of the problem. That limited character was emphasised by the report of the now famous
Committee on Minorities which was submitted to and adopted by the Council of the League
at Madrid in 1929. The report is quite definite on this point, and I would like to read a brief
quotation to the Committee. This is how the report reads :2

" It must at once be placed on record that it was no part of the purpose of the authors
of the treaties to set out principles of government which should be of universal obligation.
They never considered or professed to consider the general principe of religious toleration
as applicable to all States of the world, nor did they lay down any general principles of
universal application for the government of alien peoples who might be included within
the territory or the colonial dominions of all States. Anything of the kind would have
been quite outside the scope and powers of the Peace Conference; if anything of this
kind had been done, it could only have been in connection with the drafting of the
Covenant of the League of Nations, and, as we have seen, it was there deliberately rejected.
What the Conference had to deal with " (and this is the point to which I would draw
the attention of the Committee) " was a number of problems which were purely local,
which arose only in certain specified districts of Europe, but which at the same time,
in view of the political conditions of the moment, were serious, urgent and could not be
neglected."

There, then, was the specific problem with which the authors of te Minorities Treaties
had to deal. Members of this Committee will recollect that that problem resulted from the
fact that, under the territorial changes effected by the Peace Treaties, the countries that
obtained large accessions of territory received as their nationals very large blocks of people
who were racially connected, not with the State under whose sovereignty they passed, but with
the neighbouring States, whose relations with the country concerned were by no means always
friendly and who had even, in many cases, recently been involved in war with it.

The object of the minorities system was therefore, broadly speaking, twofold : first, to
promote European tranquillity by securing, as far as possible, that these minorities should
have equality of treatment; secondly, to provide that questions arising out of the alleged
discrimination against a minority should be dealt with, not as a dispute between the country
whose subjects the members of the minority were and the country with which they were racially
connected, but, on the contrary, as a matter to be dealt with in, so to speak, an impersonal
manner by the new international organisation which was being set up in the League of Nations.
I think it must be clear to all the Committee that, whatever else our conclusions in this debate
may be, a special responsibility does rest upon us in respect of those minorities transferred as
the outcome of the Treaties of Peace.

Now I would submit that there is no similar world problem which would justify the
extension to the world at large of a practice created to meet a particular problem, if only for the
plain reason that no similar transference of population from one State to another is either
in progress or contemplated. If the machinery created for this particular purpose is to be
applied to countries where minorities exist but where no like international problem exists,
is there not a real danger that the very existence of the machinery will in its turn provoke the
problem where it does not exist and would not have existed otherwise ? The intention of the
framers of these minority provisions was to set up a system which should continue as long as
the problem with which it had to deal existed. I do not think it was ever supposed that this
problem would exist for ever; in fact, all the Minorities Treaties, as we know, contain a
provision under which they can be modified with the consent of the majority of the Council
of the League of Nations. The object of these Minorities Treaties was not to perpetuate a
problem, but to solve it. The ideal situation is no doubt one in which there is no control,
because there is no need for any control; but is it to be understood that the claim is that such
a state of affairs has yet been arrived at in the territories of the Treaty Powers ?

l See document C.8.M.5.19g3I.I, page 123.
2 See Official Journal, July I929, page 1137.
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It may be that the present system is open to some criticism. Amendments to improve
its working might well be examined. The United Kingdom delegate proposed certain
amendments to this Committee last year. But, broadly speaking, I agree with the statement
of the Canadian delegate yesterday : it has yet to be shown that universalisation would give
better results.

There is no need at this stage to deal unduly with the practical difficulties of universalisa-
tion. None the less, they are very real. There are certain countries in the world where
the admixture of races, religions and languages is so multifarious that it would surpass the wit
of man to classify them into majorities and minorities; but it does not necessarily follow-and
this, I submit to the Committee, is the point-that, because in certain countries there exists
an admixture of races and religions to which I have referred, there also exists in those countries
the minority problem. That does not follow. It would be difficult indeed within the area
of the United Kingdom itself to say which was the majority and which the minority. I
suppose that, numerically, the English are more numerous than the Scots, but I pity the
Englishman who dared to suggest to a Scot that he was one of a slighted or a neglected minority.
That, of course, is not what constitutes the problem with which we are concerned here. What
constitutes that problem is not the existence of different races or religions within one country,
but the fact that a minority in one country is adjacent to a majority of its own race, language
or religion in a neighbouring country from whose territory it has recently been transferred.

The definition I have just given covers all the instances of the Minorities Treaties save
one: it does not cover one special problem-that of the Jews. As it was well known at the
time that acute racial feeling had in the past arisen in connection with the Jews in certain
particular countries, such minorities were accordingly and quite correctly covered by the
Treaties. But this only applied to certain areas, for, in the majority of the countries of the
world, the so-called Jewish problem is, of course, unknown.

So much, then, for the international problem of minorities, but I would not like the
Committee to be under any illusion as to our general attitude in this matter. I am not
seeking, of course, in any way to question for one moment the fact that, even in those parts of
the world where there is no international problem in the sense in which I have sought to define
it to-day, each Government bears immediate responsibility for persons of all races, languages.
and religions in the territories it administers. Of course it does. Indeed, there are few greater
responsibilities. We all of us share them, and by the manner in which we discharge them we
are likely to be judged in our own generation and in history. Indeed, the treatment meted out
to every section and creed among its citizens is one of the criteria by which every Governmet
must expect to be judged. It is an element in civilisation, an element of which no State should
be forgetful. It is one of the standards upon which a State's good name is based, and has
State any more valued possession than its good name for the just and impartial treatment of
every section of its citizens, of whatever race, colour or creed ?

"Good name in man and woman, dear my Lord,
Is the immediate jewel of their souls."

As with man and woman, so with States. It cannot be, indeed we would not have it,
otherwise.

I would just add one word about the proposal in the resolution put forward by the Polish
Government that the League should call a conference to consider this problem of minorities.
I find myself, in this matter, very much in agreement with the remarks made by the Swiss
delegate yesterday. I have no objection to such a proposal in principle; but, if such a conference
is to be of any avail, negotiation must first have shown at least a fair prospect of agreement.
To call a conference when the divergence of view is known to be wide and deep-when the
prospects of agreement are clearly remote-would not be wise. To do so would be to court
failure and thus damage the League itself, which has suffered enough already from conferences
which have not realised the high hopes that the world has placed upon them.

In conclusion, I must repeat that the Minorities Treaties were created to deal with the
specific problem existing in a given area for, we hope, a limited time. The question whether
or not they are fulfilling the purpose for which they are intended is one which may need
examination. It is clearly not one that can be resolved by any attempt to extend this procedure
to other parts of the world where the problem does not exist in the same form and where the
cause of peace will not be furthered by the attempt to create or foster it.

Baron ALOISI (Italy).-The discussion which has taken place in this Committee has shown
the difficulties in the way of carrying into effect the Polish proposal that the League of Nations
should convene an international conference to draw up a general Convention on the protection
of minorities. It has been said in the course of the debate that the proposed generalisation
might for the moment be confined to Europe. May I say that this restriction already
constitutes a departure from the logic of this idea of equality of rights between States on which
the proposal for the generalisation of international obligations regarding the protection
of minorities is so plausibly based ? If it is asked that these obligations should be generalised
in the name of the equality of States, it is quite obvious that the proposed Convention can only
be universal. I must add that this tendency to the generalisation of minority obligations
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seems to me to be an excessively abstract deduction from a general principle. It is impossible,
without disregarding the historical realities and relativities of all legal manifestations of law,

to leave out of account the circumstances in which the Minorities Treaties originated and
the links which existed at the time between them and the territorial settlements arising out

of the Peace Conference.
I am, of course, aware that the proposal for a general Convention is not based exclusively

on the theoretical principle of the equality of rights, but also on considerations connected

with the defects and drawbacks which the application of the treaties and declarations in

question are claimed to have revealed. However well founded such considerations may be,

I find it difficult to see, from the logical point of view, how they could lead to a proposal for

the generalisation of the international regime for the protection of minorities.

This raises other problems for which the treaties in force made provision by fixing in

advance the procedure by which they were to be examined.

In the first place, the existing treaties contain a clause providing for their modification
with the assent of the Council of the League of Nations. They stipulate that the signatory
Powers should not refuse their assent to any modification agreed to in due form by a majority
of the Council.

In the second place, the defects and drawbacks with which the present system is reproached
relate, in particular, to the procedures by which the application of the existing treaties is

supervised. These procedures are only referred to in the treaties in a general way; their

details are determined by resolutions adopted by the Council in virtue of the powers of

supervision entrusted to it by the Minorities Treaties. These rules of procedure are not more

sacrosanct than the clauses of the treaties themselves. They are subject to the law of

experience. The Council in its wisdom would not refuse to adapt these rules of procedure to

the exigencies revealed by experience.
This brings me to the conclusion of these few remarks. For all these problems there

exists a body qualified to examine them with the co-operation of the States concerned-
namely, the Council of the League of Nations, which can be relied on to accomplish this task

in a spirit of wide comprehension with due consideration for all the interests involved.

M. MASSIGLI (France).-First, may I say how glad I am to note that this important

discussion is taking place in an atmosphere of calm ? This, I think, is mainly due to Count
Raczynski's preliminary explanations.

Two questions have been raised before the Assembly. One of these is a matter for the
Council. The Council alone will examine it in its entirety. We now know what the Polish

Government's feelings are on the subject, and what her intentions are. I say intentions

because, as far as we are concerned, the problem has not yet passed beyond that stage.
Furthermore, we now know the juridical opinion of other States.

There is, however, another and quite different question which we are being asked to

consider-namely, the generalisation of the protection of minorities. That problem is not a

new one. Its discussion has almost become part of the Assembly ritual. This is, I believe,
the fourth time that the Sixth Committee has heard some delegation argue that the protection
of minorities should be generalised. Yet why-and here I fully agree with the delegates
of Canada and of the United Kingdom-when we are being urged to do so, is such stress being
laid on its disadvantages and drawbacks ?

As the discussion is not a new one, I do not claim to advance any new arguments or

considerations which have not already been brought forward on several occasions. I propose,

therefore, merely to explain briefly the attitude of the French Government.

France's attitude and doctrine on the subject are straightforward and clear. Her

policy is based entirely on Renan's famous definition of a nation, " Qu'est-ce qu'une nation ?

C'est le souvenir des grandes choses faites ensemble et la volonte d'en accomplir de nouvelles."

Strong in her national unity, built up through the ages and enjoying free expression of

her will through her democratic institutions, France cannot agree that any minority problem

should be raised as regards herself. Subject to this premise and declaration, I have these few
observations to offer.

Let us suppose that by some miracle-of which I see no precursory sign-we all agreed

to convene a conference for the generalisation of the protection of minorities. Does anyone

really imagine, even for a moment-and here I agree with M. Motta and Mr. Eden that at

the present time, in the present state of Europe, such a conference could do aught than create

indescribable confusion-or worse ? Such a conference would cast the very foundations of
Europe into the melting-pot. I will say no more. Let us bear in mind the legend of the
sorcerer's apprentice.

I thus come to the substance of the discussion. The Polish proposal is based on a general
principle of law and equity-the impossibility of reconciling the present system for the

protection of minorities, limited as it is to certain States, with the governing principles of the
League : its universality, and the quality of all its States Members.

These concepts are, of course, open to discussion. But if they are to be discussed, it must

be admitted, as the delegate of the United Kingdom and Baron Aloisi have pointed out, that

the protection of minorities would have to be envisaged on universal lines. Hardly, however,

had the proposal for generalisation been made than the delegate of Poland told us that, in
applying the system, even in the matter of convening a conference, only Europe should be
taken into consideration.



62 -

What does this imply ? Surely, that there would be no question of making the system
universal, or of obviating the alleged inequality between States. The only result would be
to transfer elsewhere the frontier between States subject to minority clauses and States
not so subject.

What does this prove ? It proves, I think, that, while there are general principles
underlying the protection of minorities, there are also, when we come to the question of
application, special situations, situations that differ from continent to continent, situations
that differ even within the same continent, from country to country-as many situations,
in fact, as there are countries.

May I venture to quote M. Benes ? I am not the first and I shall not be the last to do so.
Last year, when speaking on this same subject, M. Benes pronounced these words, which I
regard as profoundly true:

"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."

There are no general cases; there are only specific cases. That is becoming daily more
obvious in this continent of Europe, where, above and beyond the superficial uniformisation
brought about by the development of material civilisation, the differentiation of national
characters is becoming ever more marked.

It is because the authors of the treaties sincerely believed this that they adopted an
empirical attitude. Purely empirical considerations lie at the origin of the treaties of I9I9and I920. Minority clauses were inserted for certain States and not for others. Why ? There
was really-and I say this most emphatically-no desire to establish a form of hierarchy
between peoples, between States. That was not the intention.

It was simply a matter of experience. It was noted that the structure of certain States
had been profoundly altered by post-war territorial transfers. The desire was to avoid certain
difficulties which seemed likely to arise, in a particularly acute form, in States which had
to recreate their national entity with very diverse materials.

At some time or other all States have had to deal with similar problems. States whichhave been fortunate enough to enjoy continuous evolution have settled them gradually in the
course of their history. I know that my Polish colleague disregards the historical argument
and places his faith solely in logic. May a Frenchman for once uphold, as against logic, the
rights and lessons of history ? The absence of gradually evolved customary rules has to be met
by treaties. The provisions of these treaties, obviously inelastic and admittedly imperfect,
are not intended to be eternal, but to prepare for the time when, on the territorial basis
established by peace, the relations between all citizens of the same State shall have beensufficiently guaranteed by custom and law as to make those provisions unnecessary.

In other words, the provisions of the Peace Treaties are certainly not destined to remain
for ever in their present form. It will be for the Powers which have signed these treaties and
for the Council to whom these Powers have delegated part of their rights to consider, in
each individual case, taking into account the conditions to which M. Benes referred in the
passage I have quoted, whether the time has come to render these provisions more supple,
to modify them, or to relax the procedure of international supervision, under which guarantee
they were placed.

On this point, I am glad to note that I agree with the conclusions just now drawn by the
Italian delegate ; the question is one for the Council, and for the Council alone. I do not desire
therefore to insist. I should not even have mentioned this aspect of the problem were it not
that I had the impression-if I may be allowed to say so-of thus meeting one of the preoccu-
pations of the promoters of the generalisation of the protection of minorities.

M. HYMANS (Belgium).-I should not have taken part in this discussion if yesterday a
speaker had not alluded to an opinion I expressed in the Council a few years previously on
the subject now under consideration. Reference was also made to an opinion which I expressed
in a Committee of one of our previous Assemblies. Accordingly, I feel bound to say one or
two words on the subject.

At the time in question, I said that I did not favour the generalisation of minorities
clauses. I feel bound to state that my views have not altered. The minority clauses were
established by treaty with regard to certain States, owing to the conditions of their structure
and the determination of their frontiers. The generalisation of these clauses might possibly
create in certain countries in which no minority problems exist certain dangers of dissension
and disorder. Moreover, I am very doubtful whether an international conference could
achieve any positive results. One thing is certain, however-the failure of such a conference
would be harmful to the prestige and moral authority of the League.

M. DE AGUILAR (Spain).-As the first delegate of Spain is Chairman of this Committee and
also the Council's Rapporteur on minority questions, I will not examine the substance of the
problem. The Spanish delegation desires, however, to associate itself with the statements
made to the Assembly and during this Committee's discussions by certain representatives ofother States regarding the sanctity of treaties. In other words, when an alteartion is
proposed, the special provision in all Minorities Treaties to the effect that these treaties can
only be modified with the consent of the majority of the Council must be respected.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State).-I think that the applause which greeted the speech
of the representative of the United Kingdom indicates that much of what he said has the
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approval of almost the entire Committee. There is one part, I think, with which everybody
will agree : that the problem with which we are dealing is one of extreme complexity; that it
requires clear thinking and the frankest examination. It is with regard to the last point-
"the frankest examination "-that I propose to address the Committee.

In matters such as this, all we can hope to do here is to indicate from our different points
of view how complex the problem is. There is, however, without doubt, necessity for some
solution. As people who are more or less looking at Europe from outside, it seems to us in
Ireland that there is no greater source of war than that which arises from the existence of these
unsolved problems. President Wilson used to protest against the cynical " handing-over of
peoples from sovereignty to sovereignty as though they were chattels ", and when we were
looking at the Treaties that were being worked out at Versailles, some of us at any rate could
not help thinking that that protest had been completely lost sight of when the war was over.

The problem of a minority arises in perhaps its most acute form when, within the ancestral
home of one people, there is included a minority from a neighbouring people which has come
in as the result of invasion or conquest and, though contiguous to the parent invading nation,
is cut off when the invaded territory is restored. Undoubtedly, there is here a source of danger
of war which the League of Nations, as an instrument for the preservation of peace, should
consider as one of its most urgent duties to eliminate. At the end of the Great War, there were
handed over to certain States minorities of this kind which were bound to be a perennial source
of danger and a perpetual liability to the States concerned.

The protection of minorities that have been handed over with territory in this way is
undoubtedly a sacred duty of the League of Nations. If any scheme of generalisation which
we might adopt were to leave such minorities unprotected, we should certainly not be
fulfilling our duty. At the same time, there is a definite point in the proposal made by the
Polish delegate. In my opinion, a certain amount of protection is needed everywhere. We
could arrive at that by an examination of needs of protection in several countries and by seeking
what I might call their greatest common measure.

In another connection I have, for example, spoken of the necessity for preventing
persecution of religious belief. I suggest we could begin by a convention to universalise those
sacred rights of the individual which should not be taken from him under any pretext by any
majority whatever. If the matter were approached in this way, establishing a committee to
examine the question carefully, I am convinced we could obtain agreement on a universal
measure of protection for minorities against unfair discrimination by majorities anywhere.
This would enable us to remove the appearance that the special protection of minorities
required from certain States as a result of the Versailles and other Treaties is altogether sui
generis-nothing of a similar kind being demanded elsewhere.

On these lines we would arrive at standard inviolable rights of individuals and so of
minorities in all countries. This would not give rise to the dangers of which we are all
apprehensive-namely, that any general convention dealing with minority rights might be
made the excuse for artificial agitation and create new acute problems where none now exist.

There is no doubt that, over and above this universal minimum to which I have been
referring, there are special needs in the case of minorities affected by the Peace Treaties and
guaranteed by the League of Nations. In these cases, protection beyond what could be made
universal is necessary. I think the United Kingdom delegate pointed out exactly the type of
minority we have to consider when he said that the problem exists where " a minority in one
country is adjacent to a majority of its own race, language or religion in a neighbouring country
from whose territory it has recently been transferred ".

Although I do not know in detail the exact nature of the minority problems in Europe,
I have some acquaintance with a similar problem in my country exactly answering the
definition just given. There, under the pretext of solving a minority problem, which could
very easily have been solved otherwise, two minority problems, so to speak, were created.
An artificial area was cut off and all along its boundary there are majorities adjacent to the
main part who belong to it in race, religion, language and everything else.

The ideal solution of the minority problems we are dealing with would be to transfer where
possible the minority back to its original home, but if that cannot be done the practical solution
would be to give to the minority, if it is homogeneous and inhabiting a continuous area, the
greatest amount of local autonomy that can be given consistent with the maintenance of the
unity of the State.

I should like to suggest that a frank examination of this matter be undertaken forthwith.
It should not be allowed to stand over until a State such as Poland, which feels that it is
suffering under a grievance, is tempted to seek a remedy by precipitating a crisis. We should
in advance, and without waiting for any such crisis, see the difficulties and examine the
situation thoroughly. This cannot be done by an international conference of the type
suggested. There are present here people who know as much about the difficulties and the
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nature of the problem as those who would be sent to a conference in six months' or a year's
time. For that reason I would suggest that a committee be set up forthwith to examine the
matter. The position should be thoroughly investigated and a report prepared under two
heads, the first as to the rights of the individuals which could be guaranteed universally;
the second dealing with those particular minority problems that have arisen out of the war.

M. BENAVIDES (Uruguay).-I only wish to say a few words to indicate our delegation's
views on the question submitted by the Polish delegation. Uruguay cannot possibly take
into consideration any proposal for the generalisation of the protection of minorities. The
proposal would be devoid of meaning in our country, which, like the other countries of America,
has been formed and has developed through the immigration of men of almost all races, who,
under our liberal laws, are able to live as in their own countries-that is to say, to speak
their language and practise their religion, as Church and State are separate in Uruguay. It
would therefore be impossible for Uruguay to accede to the Polish proposal as submitted.

We do, however, entirely comprehend the internal and international difficulties which
must be experienced by Poland, together with other countries placed in a similar situation
owing to the fact that they have also signed Minorities Treaties. Accordingly, we are entirely
prepared at any time to offer our modest aid in studying the question-if it is decided that the
question should be studied-within the framework of the League, in order to improve the
present legal situation.

M. FRANGULIS (Haiti).-The discussion shows that opinions regarding the proposal for
generalisation made by the Polish delegate are very diverse. After hearing the statements
of the delegates of the great Powers, we note that most of the States represented here regard
the principle of generalisation as a curious form of treatment, in that it would aim at generalising
a local affection.

Moreover, as many States which have accepted minority obligations seem to be disinclined
to continue to bear alone a burden which seems to them to be a sort of servitude on their
sovereignty, I think it may be desirable to make a few amendments to the draft resolution I
had the honour to submit yesterday. The amended text I suggest is the following:

"The fifteenth Assembly requests the Council to be good enough to consider what
reforms should be introduced in the system established by the treaties for the protection
of minorities."

It is for the Council and for the Council alone, under paragraph 3, Article I2, of the
Minorities Treaties, to make, after careful reflection, such changes as it may deem to be
desirable in the present state of affairs.

As the delegate of Hungary intends to submit a statement on other points connected with
this question, I would request the Bureau and the Chairman to be good enough to put this
proposal to the vote after the Hungarian delegation has made its statement and after other
speakers have been heard.

The CHAIRMAN.-The statement of the delegate of Haiti is to the effect that his draft
resolution should be withdrawn in connection with the discussion on the Polish proposal and
should be submitted in a new form after the forthcoming discussion concerning the Hungarian
proposal. The essential difference between these two proposals is this. Whereas up to the
present we have been considering a change in the principle governing the minorities system,
we shall now be examining the possibility of making changes-and the reasons for making
such changes-in the current application of the existing treaties. We might rapidly liquidate
the first point if the Polish delegate facilitated our task by agreeing to withdraw his proposal
in order to allow time to complete its work.

Count RACZY¥SKI (Poland).-I think that this discussion has been of some utility. The
States which have taken part have been informed of the views of other States. The Polish
delegation has been glad to note that many countries understand our position and the arguments
we have advanced. So far as we are concerned, these arguments are still valid.

I think that, in the statement I had the honour to make at the beginning of this discussion,
I have already been able to refute many arguments invoked against our thesis. I could,
of course, quite well continue to advance other arguments and refute those which have been
brought against our proposal.

Whereas, on the one hand, certain delegates, speaking on behalf of their States-and those
not minor Powers-have made it more or less clear that their attitude differs from ours, we
have been able, on the other hand, to note that, if we submitted our proposal to a formal vote,
it would probably receive the support of many countries, particularly if we were willing to
draw a distinction between conditions in Europe and conditions elsewhere. It is true, perhaps,
that, in submitting European conditions to a special enquiry, we should be restricting the field
of generalisation. But, on the other hand, the problem would become less complex; often,

1 See page 44.



in the search for perfection, the seeker discards what is merely good. We might perhaps
succeed in proving by a vote that our proposal is supported and understood by a very great
number of States. Unfortunately, this would not be enough, and the vote itself would prove
that our proposal could not obtain real results. On the contrary, as unanimity is necessary,
no progress would have been achieved.

Therefore, though maintaining our point of view with all our strength and energy, I
think I can agree with the Chairman's request, noting that our proposal has not secured the
results for which we hoped. I will not, therefore, insist on the Chairman putting it to the vote.
We are already aware what the result would be. The Polish delegation has no desire to make
a useless demonstration. It sincerely believes in the principle it has put forward; but, under
the circumstances, I will comply with the Chairman's suggestion and refrain from asking for
a vote.

The CHAIRMAN.-I beg to congratulate and to thank the Polish delegation for its
moderation and spirit of conciliation, which enables us to terminate this discussion so
satisfactorily. I am sure that the Rapporteur will draw the proper conclusions from this debate
and will set forth in his report the arguments both in favour of and against the Polish proposal.

28. Protection of Minorities: General Discussion.

M. DE ECKHARDT (Hungary).-The discussion of that part of the report on the work of
the League of Nations which deals with the question of minorities has, at Hungary's request,
been referred to the Sixth Committee. I therefore consider it my duty to state the reasons for
my Government's request.

The question whether the Assembly is competent in the matter of minorities has often
been raised in this Committee. This competence is clearly defined in the Covenant, Article 3
of which says:

" The Assembly may deal at its meetings with any matter within the sphere of action
of the League or affecting the peace of the world."

The protection of minorities not only comes within the sphere of action of the League
of Nations, but undoubtedly takes an important place therein, particularly as the maintenance
of peace, and hence the future of Europe, largely depends on the satisfactory position of the
European minorities. The Assembly's right to make a careful study of the problem of
minorities is therefore doubly confirmed by Article 3 of the Covenant.

But this right conferred on the League of Nations is also a duty. As guarantor of the
Minorities Treaties concluded after the war, which placed these minorities under its protection,
the League of Nations adopted, in I920, the report of a distinguished statesman, the late
M. Tittoni, which clearly defines the exact meaning of the term "guarantee of the League
of Nations ". According to this report, the League must satisfy itself that the provisions
regarding the protection of minorities are constantly applied. The function which the Council
has assumed in the course of years in the matter of minorities has been to examine and judge
on a legal basis cases of concrete complaints. But it is evident that the League's activities
in the sphere of minorities cannot be confined to the work of detail done by the Council,
however valuable that may be, and that, as was stated before the Council in I929, " it is
necessary to take steps to enable the League of Nations to keep itself informed of the general
evolution of the problem of minorities, to observe and follow this problem closely and thus
to satisfy itself of the fate of the minorities. Only in this way can a true guarantee by the
League of Nations be realised and only in this way can the concrete cases brought before it
be judged at their true value." It is therefore necessary for the Assembly to examine the
general position as regards the protection of minorities, to study the efficacy of this protection,
to decide what course should be followed and to remove the difficulties which stand in the way
of its satisfactory application. Such are the considerations which underlie the Hungarian
proposal. In submitting to you this proposal, we also desire to ensure the continuity of a
tradition for which credit originally belongs to the Union of South Africa and to Latvia.

While every country has a general right to draw the League's attention to the effective
protection of minorities, for Hungary this is a special right conferred on her by the fact that
over 30 per cent of the Hungarian people, separated by the Treaty of Trianon from the country
that for centuries has been their fatherland, were reduced fifteen years ago to the situation
of a minority under foreign rule. In fact, under Articles 44and 47 of the Treaty of Trianon,
the Successor States recognised and confirmed " in relation to Hungary their obligation to
accept the embodiment in a treaty with the Principal Allied and Associated Powers such
provisions as may be deemed necessary by those Powers to protect the interests of inhabitants
of the Successor States who differ from the majority of the population in race, language or
religion ". This stipulation of the Treaty of Trianon formally gives Hungary a right of super-
vision over the lot of the Hungarian minorities in the Successor States.

Moreover, when Hungary was called upon to sign the Treaty of Trianon, she only brought
herself to do so in consideration of the formal and solemn promise contained in the covering
letter annexed to the text of the Treaty and signed on behalf of the Principal Allied and
Associated Powers by M. Millerand, President of the Peace Conference. The text of this
promise is as follows:

" As regards the enclaves of Magyar population which will pass under another
sovereignty, the treaties for the protection of minorities already signed provide them
with a full safeguard."

5
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I must therefore ask the Assembly, on behalf of Hungary, for an effective protection

of minorities. I shall not propose any new procedure for the reorganisation of this protection,

since I consider that this question is one for the great Powers which signed the Minorities

Treaties, and we cannot suppose that they desire to abolish or even to weaken the system

of the protection of minorities based on moral principles.
For these reasons I do not wish to express an opinion on the Polish contention concerning

the generalisation of obligations for the protection of minorities. I only wish to state our

conviction that, whether or not these obligations are generalised in the future, no decision
that is taken can abolish or even weaken, as regards the Hungarian minorities, the stipulations

of the treaties in force. In Hungary's case, the protection promised to the Hungarian minority,

and the international supervision of this protection, constituted the condition of the transfer

of considerable territories to the Successor States; hence respect for this essential condition

is closely bound up with other questions of very considerable importance.
My task here as delegate of Hungary simply consists in speaking to you of the more

effective application of the already existing stipulations of the Minorities Treaties.
My first duty is to express my gratitude to the organs of the League which deal with the

protection of minorities and to thank them for continuing, in increasingly difficult circumstances,

to display the utmost goodwill and the most generous zeal in the service of a lofty ideal.

The situation which I must briefly describe to you is nevertheless extremely grave. In saying

this I have no desire to lay the responsibility at the door of the competent organs of the

League of Nations. But it is none the less true that, in the times in which we are living, the

" vulpine intellect " so severely criticised and so energetically combated by the great British

historian Carlyle is again beginning to gain the upper hand.
In his opening speech to the Assembly, the President of the Council, His Excellency

M. Benes, carefully reviewed the " debit items " in the League's balance-sheet for the past

year. I regret that he should have omitted to mention the greatest debit item, the decadence

of the protection of minorities, and that he did not draw the Assembly's attention from the

Presidential chair to the disquieting situation which has resulted. The most serious symptom

of this situation seems to me to be the tendency, which has been very evident in recent times,

to neglect and infringe to an ever greater extent the stipulations of the Minorities Treaties,

described as sacred by Mr. de Valera. These treaties cannot, however, be allowed to remain

a dead letter. The protection of minorities must be a living reality and, for these minorities

themselves, it is much more important even than the formal recognition of the treaties which

instituted it.
There are countries which are not bound by any treaty, but in which a perfect equality

of rights nevertheless exists. Switzerland, which stands so high in our esteem and which

offers us such generous hospitality, has for centuries been a model in this respect. Another

example is Luxemburg, a still smaller country in size, but a great one in moral standing, whose

population enjoys absolute liberty and a full and harmonious life, with a trilingual system

which might well be taken as a model by many countries which have always been or have

become larger.
Other countries, again, have solemnly accepted the supervision of the protection of

minorities in order to obtain large accessions of territory; but, instead of protecting their

minorities, they systematically oppress them and thus render the League's guarantee illusory.

This attitude constitutes a serious threat to good relations between neighbouring countries

and to the peace of Europe. The very foundation of the League of Nations-namely, respect

for the obligations that have been assumed, including those regarding the protection of

minorities--may be shaken. Instead of the principles of humanity and morality which should

reign in an advanced civilisation like our own, the primitive principle of the right of the

strongest is allowed to triumph. The strongest in relation to the minority is always the national

majority, which, if it wishes, can unscrupulously impose upon the minority its most selfish

interests.
If the problem is examined, it will be seen that it is chiefly in Central Europe that the

protection of minorities is undergoing rapid and progressive decadence. As it is in Roumania,

where more than half of the annexed Hungarian population lives, that the situation of the

minorities has become particularly difficult and even untenable, I propose to describe to you

the real facts as they have been for several years past, and to compare these facts with the

stipulations of the Treaty of Paris. In that country, to which the Treaty of Trianon granted

more former Hungarian territory than it left to Hungary, you will see for yourselves how each

article of the treaty concluded with a view to ensuring protection of minorities has been violated

point by point. The protection of minorities has been transformed into the persecution of

minorities. The Treaty of Paris no longer exists and discriminatory treatment pushed to the

extreme has reached a maximum. Each article of the Treaty of Paris has been infringed;

the Treaty has become a " scrap of paper ". I shall show you what the real situation is in the

light of the eleven articles of the treaty, in order that you may be able to realise for yourselves

the gravity of the position and that you may be able to draw just conclusions with a view to

that more effective protection of minorities which is so necessary.
And yet, in signing the Treaty of Paris for the protection of minorities, Roumania

undertook to observe its provisions. To do this she ought, according to the formal stipulations

contained in Article I, to have inserted in the fundamental laws of the State the provisions

of the Minorities Treaty and to have rendered them obligatory for all her nationals and for all

the organs of the State. Not only has she not done so, but she has enacted laws contrary

to the Minorities Treaty, such as the law on Roumanian nationality, the constitutional law

and the administrative law placing the minority churches in a state of inferiority towards the

Roumanian National Church, several clauses of the laws on private education and on elementary
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education which evade the obligations regarding the teaching of children in their own language;
lastly, we have the " cultural zone "created by the law on elementary education which aims at
the Roumanianisation of territories of Hungarian language.

Article 2, paragraph I, stipulates the protection of life'and liberty which, according to the
universally recognised legal principle, implies that of the right of property. But the pillage
and outrages committed in December I928 and May 1933 against the lives and properties
of Hungarians in Roumania, the confiscation of private property like that of the Roman
Catholic diocese of Transylvania and, quite recently, that of the Piarists and of the Friars
Minor on the pretext that it was State property, and the occupation by the Roumanian
Government without any compensation of over 200 school buildings belonging to the confessions
of the Hungarian minority all constitute breaches of this article.

Paragraph 2 of the same Article 2 stipulates freedom of worship. This freedom, however,
is infringed by the Roumanian law on the general regime of public worship, which pronounces
against the minority churches provisions suggested by a spirit of petty tyranny, establishes
an excessive right of supervision and interference, renders the settlement of internal
ecclesiastical affairs subject to the Government approval, and places all kinds of obstacles in
the way of the recognition of civil personality. The Unitarian Convention had been summoned
to meet this month at Duca. All the participants had already assembled and the first meeting
was just about to open when an order arrived from the Minister of the Interior prohibiting
the meeting, which was subsequently dissolved by the gendarmerie. According to Roumanian
law, however, the administrative meetings of the churches are not subject to previous
authorisation.

Article 3 to 7 of the Treaty of Paris grant Roumanian nationality ipso facto to all persons
domiciled in Roumania at the time that treaty came into force. The Roumanian law on
nationality (Article 56), however, only grants the status of Roumanian national to those
resident in Roumanian territory on November I8th, I918. In addition, it lays down such
complicated formalities that even persons who ought automatically to acquire Roumanian
nationality are incapable of fulfilling them. As a result of these inequitable requirements,
there are tens of thousands of persons of Hungarian language who are entitled to Roumanian
nationality but are refused it. As an example, it may be mentioned that, out of 88,000
inhabitants at Oradea, 32,000 have not been entered on the register of Roumanian nationals.

This uncertainty very often compromises the materialsubsistence of those concerned.
They cannot obtain passports or the papers necessary for marrying. If they are public officials,
they lose their posts and are often threatened with expulsion. Cases might be mentioned
in which persons belonging to a minority and of doubtful nationality have been turned back
on innumerable occasions on both sides of the frontier.

Last year (1933), the Roumanian Government put into force a system which leaves even
more room for arbitrary action and abuses. By unilateral action it is withdrawing Roumanian
nationality from persons already legally entered on the register of nationals who were born
in Transylvania, who are living there with their families and who possess houses and other
immovable property there, and is obliging them to cross the frontier. To our knowledge,
victims of this treatment have brought their complaints even before the Council of the League.

Article 8 of the Treaty of Paris recognises equality of civil and political rights; but, in
fact, equality exists in Roumania only in theory. As regards civil rights, indeed, the Roumanian
Government very often restricts the right of association or of assembly in the case of minority
citizens. For example, it has even refused to grant legal personality to the Hungarian League
of Nations Union of Roumania. As regards political rights, it is opposed to the free operation
of the majority principle, which would be favourable to the Hungarians, in all towns, communes
or departments where there is a Hungarian majority. Even in the Szekler area, where the
Hungarians form a compact block of half a million inhabitants, there is not a single Hungarian
mayor. In the municipal, communal and departmental councils, measures of constraint
are taken to ensure a Roumanian majority. With very rare exceptions, public employment
is not open to persons belonging to the Hungarian minority, nor do they enjoy the protection
which the State owes to all its subjects. For example, when a final judgment has been given
in favour of a Hungarian party, it is often not enforced because the administrative authorities
refuse their assistance for its enforcement.

Article 8 of the treaty also prohibits any restriction on the free use of any language in
commerce or in private intercourse, and yet in some towns signboards in Hungarian are
liable to a higher tax than those in Roumanian. Roumanian alone may be employed for
trade-marks, and the censorship forbids newspapers to use Hungarian place-names. Since
1933, even Hungarian athletic societies have had to give themselves a Roumanian name and
to conduct their correspondence in Roumanian. There is a law imposing a tax of Io per cent
on the gross receipts from tickets for theatres giving performances in Roumanian, whereas
for performances in other languages the tax is 26 per cent. Lastly, and once again despite the
formal provisions of the treaty, the Roumanian courts of law do not accept any application
worded in Hungarian.

I now come to Articles g and Io, which deal with schools and other minority institutions.

Until I868, all the schools in Hungary were maintained by the churches. This age-long
right of the churches had been confirmed by the old Treaties of Vienna and Linz, and some years
later, in 1648, it was placed under international guarantee by the Peace of Westphalia.
Accordingly, in view of the transfer of large areas of Hungarian territory to Roumania, the
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Minorities Treaty seeks to secure the established position of denominational schools which
have been in existence for centuries. 

Article 9, in particular, assures the minorities of the same treatment and security as the
other Roumanian nationals. Its primary object is to guarantee the freedom of education
and to enable the minorities, not merely-as is natural enough-to gain instruction and know-
ledge, but to do so in their own language. The Roumanian State has undertaken to set
up minority schools wherever there is a considerable proportion of Roumanian nationals
of other than Roumanian speech. Moreover, the treaty gives the minorities themselves
the right to establish and direct, at their own expense, schools in which instruction shall be
given in their own language.

But the Roumanian State has not merely failed to perform its undertaking to establish
minority schools, but is opening elementary schools in which instruction is given in the
Roumanian language in the Szekler area, where practically the whole of the population is
Hungarian. Compulsory entries, analysis of surnames, educational fines-anything will do
to force children to transfer from the minority schools to the Roumanian-speaking State schools;
nothing is neglected that may help to denationalise, to Roumanianise, the people.

To illustrate the extent to which the Roumanian Government is failing to discharge its
obligations, we need only mention that, in forty-nine towns in Transylvania, where the proportion
of Hungarians is 63 per cent and where there were 68,000 children of school age in the year
1932-33, only i6,ooo children-24 per cent-were able to attend the Hungarian denominational
schools, because the number of children who might be admitted had been limited to that figure
by the State. Indeed, the great majority of those children were deprived of any education
whatever. There are some towns, such as Huedin (Banffy-Hunyad), where there is not a
single Hungarian-speaking denominational school, although go per cent of the population
speak Hungarian.

Moreover, the communes inhabited by minorities have to defray the cost of building and
upkeep of Roumanian-speaking State schools which are entirely superfluous in those communes.
Hence the minorities pay twice their share of the educational expenses.

The minorities are also unable to exercise the right-guaranteed though it is by the Treaty
of Paris-to establish and maintain at their own expense schools giving instruction in their
own language. The Roumanian Government grants or withholds, as it thinks fit, permission
to open a minority school, and, although no such distinction is known to the Minorities Treaty,
the Roumanian law on private education prohibits the minorities from establishing
denominational Hungarian-speaking higher schools or training colleges for elementary-school
teachers.

Again, where minority schools are still in existence, the law does not recognise them as
public institutions; in other words, they cannot issue certificates equivalent to those issued
by the State schools. In exceptional cases, the Minister may confer the status of public
institutions on these schools; but he frequently withdraws that status without giving any
reason. Among other cases, this was done to the Hungarian secondary school of the Friars
Minor at Arad in August I934.

Admission to the denominational schools is frequently made dependent, not on the
children's native language-the only criterion mentioned even in the Roumanian law on
private education-but on the alleged racial origin, judged by religion, or on an analysis of the
surname. Thus, what is called the " objective" method-that is to say, in actual fact, State
intervention-displaces national consciousness and parental free will.

It is only in quite exceptional cases that the Roumanian Government authorises the
opening of infant schools, but it organises a large number of such schools in which instruction
is given in Roumanian and which are set up at the expense of the various communes in the
Hungarian-Szekler departments. The school-mistresses which it sends there are, as a general
rule, ignorant of Hungarian and can, therefore, be of no use to the small children entrusted
to their care. In thirty communes of the Comitat of Ciuc, the Hungarian inhabitants of which
represent 90 per cent of the total population, there are sixty-three infant schools in which
instruction is given in the Roumanian language and not one single State infant or elementary
school giving instruction in Hungarian.

One particularly serious grievance has its origin in Article I59 of the Law on Primary
Education, under which a so-called cultural zone designed to bring about the Roumanianisation
of the Hungarians-as is stated quite openly-has been set up in nine predominantly Hungarian
departments, in three of which the population is exclusively Hungarian. In that zone,
school-teachers sent from the former Kingdom of Roumania, and without the slightest
knowledge of Hungarian, are granted special privileges by the State.

The provisions of the " Serviciul local de Invatamant Cluj ", dated August 20th, 1934,
are particularly revolting-I can use no other word. That instrument provides that all
religious instruction is to be given exclusively in the official language of the State to enable
the supervisory authorities to carry out their duties. This provision prevents the minority
pupils from learning the rudiments of their religion, and even their prayers, in their mother
tongue.

The Roumanian State budget very creditably provides a subsidy of several million lei
for Roumanian schools outside Roumania; but the Roumanian State evades its international
obligation to assist minority schools in its own territories.

The Roumanian Law of July Ist, 1930, introduced a school tax of 14 per cent; but the
Hungarian schools receive nothing out of its proceeds, although, in the Hungarian-Szekler
territory, the tax is almost exclusively paid by Hungarians.

Article 9 of the Treaty of Paris for the protection of minorities guarantees to the
minorities the right to establish, manage and control, at their own expense, charitable and



social institutions. These international legal provisions are likewise infringed by the
Roumanian Government.

And to conclude, let me quote Article ii of the Minorities Treaty, which reads as follows:
"Roumania agrees to accord to the communities of the Saxons and Szecklers in

Transylvania local autonomy in regard to scholastic and religious matters, subject to
the control of the Roumanian State."

Fifteen years have now elapsed since the signature of the treaty, and the Roumanian
Government has hitherto done nothing to bring such autonomy into effect.

I have given you an account of the position of the Hungarian minorities in Roumania
as an example which will enable you to realise the general condition of the minorities in that
part of Europe. It is all the more regrettable to note how far the situation has deteriorated
and disputes increased in recent years, because the general position in the Danube Basin is,
in any case, far from satisfactory, and because it is essential in that part of Europe above all
others to obviate new difficulties. The dismemberment of the economic unit formed by the
Danube Basin, and the creation of a number of small self-contained units, has had serious
consequences which have been still further accentuated by the discrimination between victors
and vanquished arising out of the Treaties of Peace.

To this economic and political dislocation must be added the constantly increasing
grievances of the minorities. The lamentations of peasants faced with ruin, of the churches
and religious orders illegally despoiled of their property, of thousands of schoolchildren
deprived of their schools, and of officials dismissed from their posts, are heard with increasing
frequency, even beyond the frontiers, filling us with alarm and wringing our hearts.

This is not the first time that the position in the Danube Basin, which is the outcome of
serious blunders, has claimed the attention of the League of Nations. His Excellency the
Roumanian Minister for Foreign Affairs, who enjoys such a distinguished place in the councils
of the League, has proposed, as a remedy, that the Customs frontiers should gradually be
abolished and present obstacles between the various countries eliminated-in other words,
that, as he himself said, the frontiers " should be spiritualised ". Allow me then to show you
the first step towards the solution which M. Titulesco has proposed to us-a step which it
is essential to take if it is seriously desired to embark on the course he has outlined. If the
Roumanian Minister for Foreign Affairs is really anxious to eliminate the obstacles which
stand in the way of the co-operation between Danubian States, his Government must begin
by eliminating the differences which laws, decrees and administrative measures are constantly
establishing between the citizens of Roumania herself.

If the Roumanian Foreign Minister wishes to " spiritualise " the political frontiers, it will
be necessary to begin by "spiritualising " the internal barriers, of the existence of which
he cannot but be aware, between the citizens of different nationalities within his own country.
Respect for undertakings already given, and conduct in keeping with such undertakings, would
be infinitely more valuable than the constant reiteration of even the loftiest principles. What
Hungary asks of her neighbour is the loyal application of the Minorities Treaties, but that,
in the very nature of things, depends upon Roumania alone, and it is she alone who is in a
position to take the first step.

For Europe, the last two decades have been a period of war and crises. The conflicts of
the battlefields are over, but in one form or another the crisis is still with us and the world is
unable to recover its equilibrium. In more than one respect the present position recalls the
period of the Thirty Years'War, when religious struggles threatened to plunge the whole of
Europe into ruin. So far from appeasing differences, the strife and bloodshed, the terrible
sacrifices of that period only served to render them more acute. It was not until thirty years
had elapsed that the Peace of Westphalia put an end to the hostilities. That settlement
which brought about a genuine peace was, as everyone is aware, the result, not of violence, but
of a better and deeper understanding of things. Since that time, religious wars have ceased,
not because one of the parties succeeded in imposing its wishes on the other, but, on the contrary,
because neither of them attempted to convert its opponents by force. A new international
conscience came into being asserting religious freedom, and, instead of striving one against
the other, the opposing parties united in defence of that noble principle. It is for that reason
that the epoch of religious wars is finally closed.

The first decades of the twentieth century have witnessed the emergence in Europe of
national differences similar to the religious differences of the seventeenth century. In spite
of the world war, these national differences still subsist ; but they are no more capable of settle-
ment by arms than the religious differences which preceded them. It is not by force that
Europe will find peace, but through the advent of a calmer and more constructive outlook,
of higher moral principles, of a new world conscience. The League of Nations, in whose
precincts I have the honour to address you in the name of Hungary, is in itself a creation of
that higher and more generous world conscience, and no manner of reaction can now prevent
the complete triumph of the principles on which the system of the League of Nations is founded.

As yet, indeed, the world conscience of which I have spoken is not sufficiently effective;
it is too timid because its working is impeded by the all too numerous obstacles which distorted
and exacerbated nationalism is placing in its way on every side. , That is why it cannot too
often be repeated that, intelligently understood, the national idea can never lead to oppression.
A civilised nation can never become a prison to its own minorities. A civilised nation is a
factor in world organisation and its mission is to enrich the human community by the
contribution of its own intrinsic values and individual qualities. So far from finding a sufficient
outlet in the oppression of other peoples or national minorities, an enlightened nationalism
which really respects itself will not begrudge them the respect due to the worth and individuality
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of all nations. Such constructive nationalism pursues its ends, not through the oppression
of others, but through the full and ample development of its own creative forces.

The national policy of Hungary is based upon those principles, and it is those principles
which we desire to represent before the League of Nations. But, at the same time, Hungary
has the right, and even the duty, to ask that they should also be applied to every Hungarian
in whatever country he may be living.

In conjuring up this picture of a somewhat gloomy situation, it is not my intention to
create new disputes, but rather to help in remedying the evil and in establishing its causes.
Hungary claims nothing that she would not grant to others of her own accord. We ask for
nothing new, nothing exceptional. We merely demand the execution of existing undertakings.
We claim no new rights, we merely ask for the application to all of that moral law which is
binding upon every individual and every nation of goodwill.

We have done our duty by showing what the situation really is. In conclusion, and with
the fullest confidence that our plea will be heard, we ask the peoples of the world to put an
end to these evils and to forestall the dangers to which they might lead. This intolerable
situation has brought the Hungarian Government to realise that its primary duty, both to
its own people and to mankind at large, is to do everything in its power to ensure the effective
protection of the Hungarian minorities as laid down in international treaties. It is therefore
determined to continue in its reliance upon the methods of international law, and to that end
to avail itself without delay of all the possibilities open to it under the Covenant and the
Treaty of Trianon.

(The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.)

ELEVENTH MEETING

Held on Friday, September 2Ist, 1934, at 4 p.m.

Chairman: M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

29. Slavery: General Discussion.

Mr. A. SKELTON (United Kingdom) noted that, in past years, the Sixth Committee had
considered the subject of slavery in its various aspects. In raising the subject this year, the
United Kingdom delegation had one particular point in mind: to call attention to the forth-
coming session of the Advisory Committee of Experts on Slavery, created by the Assembly
in I932.

As the Sixth Committee was aware, this Advisory Committee had now drawn up its rules
of procedure,' which had received the assent of the Council. The first of the sessions, which the
Committee was to hold every two years, would take place next year. A hope having been
expressed elsewhere that this session should take place as early as possible in the year, he
proposed that the Sixth Committee should formally endorse this suggestion.

If the Committee were to hold a really useful session, it was essential that it should receive,
in good time, the information on slavery upon which it would have to work. As such information
could only, in accordance with the procedure laid down by the Assembly, be furnished by
Governments, he desired, on behalf of the United Kingdom Government, earnestly to appeal
to Governments to give that collaboration without which the Committee would find it difficult
to execute the duties entrusted to it by the Assembly.

Furthermore, it would be well if the Secretary-General could be authorised to send out
reminders to Governments whenever necessary.

The progressive abolition of slavery throughout the world was an aim which the United
Kingdom, in common with many other Governments, had always had deeply at heart. By
its resolution of 1932, the Assembly, clearly recognising the important role of the League of
Nations in this problem, provided (admittedly in a rudimentary form) the necessary mechanism
for co-ordination of effort under the auspices of the League. There could be no doubt that
that was a great step forward. It was now for the League to ensure that this mechanism
should achieve its object.

Mr. Skelton proposed the following resolution:

"The Assembly:
" Notes the Rules of Procedure drawn up by the Advisory Committee of Experts

on Slavery and approved by the Council on January I9 th, I934;

1 See Official Journal, February 1934 (Part I), page 2X2.
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"Renews its appeal to the Governments of the Members of the League and non-
members parties to the I926 Slavery Convention to send, without delay, to the League
information on all forms of slavery in their own countries, or in other parts of the world,
in order that the Advisory Committee can meet early in I935;

" Authorises the Secretary-General each year, should it appear to be necessary,
to request Governments to supply further information on slavery within the limits of the
provisions of the Assembly resolution of I932; this action will be taken in agreement
with the Chairman of the Advisory Committee;

" Requests the Secretary-General to bring the present resolution to the notice of the
Governments of the Members of the League and non-members parties to the I926 Slavery
Convention."

Count DE PENHA GARCIA (Portugal) supported the United Kingdom proposal. He
reminded the Committee that the differences of opinion which had arisen in the Sixth Committee
in preceding years between the delegations of Portugal and the United Kingdom were not
differences of a moral or social nature, but concerned legal questions relating largely to certain
of the fundamental principles of the Convention. A compromise had been arrived at in 1932;
this had been accepted by many countries, and the Assembly had appointed a provisional
Committee. Rules to govern the working of this Committee had had to be framed because
questions of sovereignty were involved. The fundamental charter of this Committee was,
therefore, so to speak, based on an Assembly resolution.

The Committee had drawn up its Rules of Procedure, which had been approved by the
Council, and it was now about to begin to operate. The Portuguese delegation, in agreement
with that of the United Kingdom, considered that the Committee should be given all the
necessary means of accomplishing useful work. As had been pointed out, this Committee was
called upon to act within the scope of the recommendations framed by the Assembly; Count
de Penha Garcia. therefore associated himself wholeheartedly with the proposal made by the
United Kingdom delegation.

30. Slavery: Appointment of a Rapporteur.

Mr. SKELTON (United Kingdom) was appointed Rapporteur for this question.

31. Mandates: General Discussion.

M. MASENG (Norway) stated that it was desirable that the question of mandates should
appear on the Assembly's agenda every year. The institution of mandates was, in fact, an
expression of one of the finest ideas embodied in the Covenant-namely, trusteeship, under the
supervision of the international community, for peoples not yet able to stand by themselves.
The exercise of this supervision was the duty of the competent organs of the League of Nations,
in virtue of the Covenant itself, and, therefore, was one of the most important of the League's
activities. The results hitherto obtained in this sphere were of the greatest value.

The members of the Sixth Committee had noted the reports of the Mandates Commission
concerning the two sessions it had held since the last Assembly; at these the administration
of all the territories under mandate, except South West Africa, had been examined. It had
not, however, been possible for the Council to examine the report of the last session of the
Commission, and this should, therefore, not be taken into consideration.

Part of the Commission's report on the work of its twenty-fourth session was devoted to
the administration of Syria and the Lebanon. The Commission had thoroughly studied the
administration and political development of the territories of Syria and the Lebanon under
French mandate, but had decided not to express a final opinion on this point; it had never-
theless made certain observations on the principle of the equality of all citizens before the law,
a principle guaranteed by the Syrian constitution. No doubt the Mandates Commission
would follow the development of these important territories with close attention, and the
Committee could be confident that the Commission would continue to study the various
questions raised by this evolution with the fullest sympathy and comprehension.

The Mandates Commission, actuated as ever by the desire to maintain intact the principles
on which the institution of mandates was based, had studied the question of economic equality
in the Cameroons (British mandate) and the Cameroons and Togoland (French imandate).
With regard to the administrative situation in the Cameroons (British mandate), the Commission
had stressed the need for a guarantee of the territorial integrity of the mandated area.

Another question which had engaged the Mandates Commission's attention was the
stationary position, or even decrease in the number, of the native population of certain islands
under Japanese mandate; it was to be hoped that the mandatory Power would succeed in
remedying this position.

Lastly, reference should be made to one of the questions of a more limited scope with which
the League of Nations had had to deal- namely, the western portion of the frontier between
Syria and Palestine. The two mandatory Powers concerned had applied to the Council with a
view to obtaining its approval for an agreement concerning the delimitation of this frontier.
The Council declared itself prepared to examine such an agreement with a view to approving it,
and had asked for the Mandates Comrmission's opinion in connection with this approval, since
it desired to have the Commission's advice, from the point of view of the execution of the
mandates, on the frontier-line fixed by the agreement.
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The Norwegian delegate wished to close with a tribute to the work done by the Mandates
Commission, and particularly to the impartiality and competence wih which this Committee
had always approached the different questions brought before it, questions which were often
difficult and delicate. The work done by the Commission was an honour to the League of
Nations.

M. BIANCHERI (Italy) stated that the Italian delegation wished once more to stress the
importance which Italy attached to the institution of mandates, by reason both of the
responsibility incumbent on her as a State Member of the League of Nations and of her position
as a colonial Power. She followed, and would continue to follow, with close attention the
activity of the organs of the League in this sphere, with a view to securing the strictest observance
of the fundamental principles of Article 22 of the Covenant, and particularly the moral and
material welfare of the natives and the economic equality of the Members of the League of
Nations.

M. KULSKI (Poland) stated that, as there were a great many citizens of the Jewish race
in Poland, it was quite natural that Poland should take special interest in the problem of the
Jewish National Home in Palestine.

Since the last discussion in the Assembly, the essential elements of the Jewish problem
had remained unchanged ; to sum them up, the urgent need for the establishment of immigration
centres for the Jews still existed, and Palestine was the only country in a position to receive
large numbers of Jewish immigrants.

The need for providing the Jews with the means of building up for themselves a new life
with possibilities for the future affected above all the lare Jewish population of Central and
Eastern Europe. It was, therefore, of the greatest importance that there should be a place to
which this Jewish population could send its surplus.

In the mandate, the Powers had recognised the historical link between Palestine and the
Jewish people, and, by lending their aid to the reconstruction of the Jewish National Home,
they had assumed a moral obligation towards those Jews who sought shelter in their old
homeland.

The report of the mandatory Power and the observations of the Mandates Commission
bore witness to the favourable economic conditions which Palestine was enjoying thanks to its
remarkable development, due in its turn to the energy shown by the Jewish colonists.

Moreover, there had been a lack of labour in Palestine for some time, and apparently the
number of immigration certificates issued by the United Kingdom Government to Jewish
workers did not meet all the country's needs. It was therefore to be hoped that the mandatory
Power would do its best to facilitate, as far as possible, the establishment of Jews in Palestine
by adapting the admission procedure for Jewish immigrants to the new conditions-namely,
the considerable increase in Palestine's economic capacity.

Sir James PARR (New Zealand) said that New Zealand had a mandate for Samoa, a
Polynesian island some 14,000 miles distant from Geneva. As for some five years he had
represented the mandatory Power before the Mandates Commission, and would do so again
this year, he could say from experience that there were serious difficulties inherent in the
mandates system. That was not altogether surprising, as it was a new system of government,
without precedent in the history of the world. In particular, serious difficulties had been
encountered in applying the system to illiterate and backward peoples.

He felt bound to say, on behalf of the mandatory Power, that New Zealand had had a
most difficult task in dealing with an ignorant population of native islanders, child-like in their
simplicity, honest, yet presenting the most fertile ground, perhaps, in the world for the agitator.
The task had been an unenviable one; but he desired to bear testimony to the patience and
indefatigability of the Mandates Commission in elucidating the actual facts. The spirit of
co-operation and partnership-because that was the ideal relation between the mandatory
Power and the Mandates Commission-had been such as to leave his Government with no
possible ground for complaint. The Mandates Commission had from time to time, in his own
experience, given excellent advice and counsel.

The New Zealand Government desired through him, lately a member of that Government,
to state its opinion that the success of the mandatory system depended upon the patient
collaboration and mutual trust of the mandatory Power and the Mandates Commission.
Whatever the successes or failures of the League might have been in other matters, at least
it could be said with truth that the Mandates Commission had been successful in administering
the entirely novel system of government known as the mandates system.

M. SCHAYESTEH (Persia) referred to the Polish delegate's proposal-namely, that the
mandatory Power be asked to facilitate the immigration and establishment of Jews in Palestine.
He regarded it as his duty to point out that the mandatory Power should be asked to see that
the facilities granted to Jews for establishment in Palestine in no way prejudiced the position
of the Arab population, which had been settled in that country for centuries and regarded it
as its home. One race should not be favoured to another's detriment.

Mr. Louw (Union of South Africa) wished to associate himself with the observations of the
delegates of Norway and New Zealand with regard to the work of the Permanent Mandates
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Commission. Like Sir James Parr, he had had the experience of appearing before the Mandates
Commission, and knew, too, how awkward and difficult were the questions sometimes raised.
At the same time, he could testify to the patience shown when he had not been able to answer
those questions immediately.

Sir James Parr had alluded to the difficulties of administration. Those difficulties were
particularly present in the case of a territory like South West Africa, of enormous extent,
in part not easily accessible, and with a native population to a large extent uncivilised. The
extremely difficult situations which had to be coped with in administering that territory should
be borne in mind.

One matter which appeared in the report of the Mandates Commission, and which was
also referred to by the delegate of Norway, was the fact that the report of the South African
administration had not been received when the Mandates Commission last met to consider
the reports of the various mandatory Powers.

The South African Government, in a letter to the Mandates Commission, had explained
that, owing to extensive floods in South West Africa, it had not been found possible to prepare
the report in time for transmission to the session of the Mandates Commission. For the
information of the members of the Committee, he should state that the floods were of an
absolutely unprecedented nature. South West Africa had been entirely cut off from the
Union of South Africa by telegraph for a week, and by road and rail for a considerably longer
period. A train had been stranded for about sixteen days and it had been necessary to send
food to the passengers by aeroplane. The capital of the territory, Windhoek, had been
entirely isolated for about five days.

When considering the report, the Mandates Commission not only enquired as to happenings
in the developed parts of the country, but put the most searching questions concerning its
most outlying portions. The Committee must realise that, if the populated and developed
parts of the country were inaccessible during the floods, contact with the outlying parts of that
vast territory was simply out of the question. In order to comply with the wishes of the
Mandates Commission and to be able to reply to its questions regarding the administration
of the native areas, the Administration had to obtain reports from the magistrates in those
outlying districts; and the floods had made this quite impossible.

That had been fully explained in his Government's letter to the Mandates Commission,
but he could not help feeling, on reading the report of the discussion, that there seemed to be
a slight element of suspicion concerning the delay. His Government had said that it hoped
to send the report by October or perhaps later, and one member of the Commission said he
regarded those words as " somewhat disquieting ". " Disquieting " had a definite meaning
in public affairs, a suggestion of suspicion. Another member of the Commission had said
that he " could not understand how the floods could have interfered with the sending of the
report ".

Accordingly, he had given these details in case the " disquietude " expressed by one
member of the Mandates Commission might have communicated itself to members of the
Committee. He could assure the Committee that there were no grounds for disquietude.

He associated himself with Sir James Parr's remarks regarding mutual trust. The
relations of his Government with the Mandates Commission had always been of the very
best and, for its part, the South African Government had endeavoured always to comply with
all the wishes of the Commission. He therefore wished it to be clearly understood that the
delay in submitting the report was due to an act of God, and a very big act of God I

JA'FAR PASHA EL ASKARI (Iraq) desired, as many delegates of mandatory Powers had
spoken, to say a few words as the representative of a country which had-between I920 and
I932, with the co-operation of the United Kingdom-successfully passed through the
mandatory regime and had attained full independence. The people of Iraq were happy and
were working zealously to prove their worthiness.

He sincerely hoped that Mandate "A " countries like Syria and Palestine would soon
achieve the same result. Syria, and even Palestine, had many qualifications which entitled
them to the same privileges and rights as Iraq. Syria was almost a semi-European country;
she had a highly trained and educated professional class; even the peasants had a certain
degree of education of which they were proud. Syria and Palestine had produced many great
men and even prophets.

With regard to the Polish delegate's remarks concerning the immigration of Jews to
Palestine, he felt bound to point out that such immigration should be carefully controlled.
The Jews--the cousins of the Arabs-were a very noble and proud race, having a common
ancestor with the Arabs-Abraham. It would not be fair to deprive the Arabs of their
possessions in order to enable Jews to take their place. The immigration of Jews should
not be allowed to cause any prejudice or injury to the Arabs. The Arabs in Palestine were
poor, but were proud of the fact that they were living in their own country. They ought not
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to be deprived of their land and forced out into the desert. He was, however, convinced that
the United Kingdom Government would bear this consideration in mind and act accordingly.

M. OSUsK, (Czechoslovakia) was very glad to note the interest evinced by the Sixth
Committee in the question of mandates. That question was indeed worthy of the interest
of all the Members of the League, as the activities in that field were among those which proved
the usefulness of the League and its qualifications for dealing with the organisation of
international life.

It was, indeed, a system which called for the highest qualities, as it involved dealing with
native populations ; that required social, psychological and historical knowledge and familiarity
with ethnical and economic questions. Moreover, much political wisdom was required to
enable the mandatory Power to fulfil its task, which was to administer the country in the
interests both of the country itself and of the comity of nations.

It was not very easy, with the best will in the world, to keep the balance even and to enable
the mandatory Power to use its rights, while being careful that the exercise of those rights
should be in the general interest and in the particular interest of the countries in question.

It was also necessary to keep in mind the purpose for which the League was to administer
these territories or have them administered. It could be proud of having achieved very
considerable success with that experiment, which was as new as that of the League itself.
Proof of that would be found in the remarks just made by the-representative of Iraq, a country
which had, but a short time ago, been a mandated territory. The League of Nations had
cause to be proud, as it had done a great deal to contribute to the independence of that
country. It was a striking proof that the League of Nations was fulfilling a great international
mission in the interests of the organisation of peace.

It must not be thought that all problems could be solved at one stroke, but the remarks
just made by the representative of Iraq were the direct result of one of those activities of the
League.

Mr. A. SKELTON (United Kingdom) first desired to associate himself with those who had
paid testimony to the work of the Mandates Commission. As representative of a mandatory
Power he could say that relations with the Commission had always been most happy, and that
the assistance of the Commission had been of the utmost value. His friends from New
Zealand and South Africa had referred to its searching questions. That was the common
experience of all who had to do with government. Searching questions from a body such as
the Mandates Commission were all to the good.

On the subject of Palestine, the speeches of the delegates of Poland and of Persia had put
in a single sentence, as it were, the problem that must arise in Palestine. The problem in
Palestine was to ensure the strictest impartiality in dealing with the two populations. That
strict impartiality had always been the basis of the mandatory Power's policy. But, at the
same time, that Power was very fully conscious of its particular duties towards Jewish
immigration. The delegate of Poland had asked whether the immigration permits were
keeping pace with the labour situation. On that point he referred the Committee to a passage
in the Minutes of the last session of the Mandates Commission, in which it was said:

"The principle laid down by the mandatory Power that the number of immigration
permits issued each year should be fixed with due regard to the possibilities of absorption
of the country has been recognised to be sound by the Permanent Mandates Commission.
The mandatory Administration must be left free to judge of these possibilities and cannot
be denied the right, which it intends to reserve for itself, to take into account for this
purpose not only existing conditions but also future prospects."

That was surely a wise principle, and the mandatory Power was very glad that it had the
unqualified approval of the Mandates Commission. That principle was being and would
be entirely respected. He could assure the Polish delegate that his observation would be taken
into the most full and careful consideration.

More than one speaker had raised the question of the mandate principle as a whole. Its
success had certainly been remarkable. It did, however, certainly call for that political wisdom
to which the delegate of Czechoslovakia had referred. The United Kingdom Government
would abate no effort to make the mandates system a success, applying thereto all the political
experience it possessed. Mr. Skelton was sure that no mandatory Power would grudge the
labour and the responsibility involved; he could, however, assure the Sixth Committee,
speaking on behalf of one mandatory Power, that the interest shown in the question was a real
source of strength and assistance.

Mr. CREMINS (Irish Free State) drew attention to the paragraph in the section on mandates
on page 48 of the report of the Secretary-General (document A.6.1934), which indicated that
the attention of the Mandates Commission had been directed to the position of women in
certain African territories under mandate, which, according to various sources, was
unsatisfactory. The missionary societies had drawn attention to many grievances, and there
was an impression that the Administration concerned was apathetic in dealing with the
situation. The accredited representative was stated to have affirmed that the problem was
engaging the attention of the Administration, and the Mandates Commission had noted that
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it was the settled policy of the mandatory Power to improve the condition of women in the
territory.

Mr. Cremins trusted that this matter would not be overlooked.

The CHAIRMAN associated himself very cordially with everything that had been said with
regard to the Mandates Commission. The work done in connection with mandates did the
greatest credit to the League; it was a field of activity in which, in spite of the difficulties
inherent in the work-difficulties which had been stressed by the Norwegian delegate-the
efforts of the League were proving to be more and more valuable.

32. Russian, Armenian, Assyrian, Assyro-Chaldean and Turkish Refugees: Adoption
of the Draft Report and Resolutions.

M. RAPHAEL (Greece), Rapporteur, said that it had seemed to him indispensable to stress
in the report certain of the more important activities of the Nansen Office during the year which
had just elapsed. The complexity and diversity of those activities were known to everyone,
and he, as Rapporteur, had realised, during the general discussion, that the Committee was
unanimous in paying a tribute to the work of the Nansen Office.

As regarded the Russian women refugees in Shanghai, he pointed out that that question
had been examined in the first place by the Fifth Committee, and that a mixed Sub-Committee,
comprising members of the Fifth and Sixth Committees, had then been instructed to endeavour
to find a solution of the problem. It was on the conclusions of that Sub-Committee that he
had based the relevant paragraph in his own report.

Mlle. FORCHHAMMER (Denmark) first referred to the question of women in China and other
Far-Eastern countries. Some had hoped that it would have been possible to provide immediate
help; but, as the findings of the Sub-Committee set up by the Fifth and Sixth Committees
were unanimous, the League would have to abide by those findings, while hoping that the
solution would not be too long delayed.

Referring to the fourth paragraph of the resolutions, which read: " Seeing that the Refugee
Convention of October 28th, 1933, recognises an international status for the refugee which,
inter alia, contemplates that measures against foreigners should not, owing to their special
situation, be applied rigorously to refugees ", she agreed with the Rapporteur that the League
should urge Governments, with a view to speeding up the liquidation of the refugees problem,
to accede as soon as possible to that Convention.

Mlle. Forchhammer desired also to refer to the following paragraphs
" Considering the opinion expressed by responsible Armenian refugee organisations

that a settlement of the Armenian refugees in the Republic of Erivan offers one of the best
solutions of the Armenian refugees' problem:

"Requests the Office to continue its negotiations to that end."

She was glad to note that the Rapporteur had been able to insert in his report anexpression
of the desire that the Armenian settlement in Erivan should be continued.

M. PAPADAKIS (Greece) said that the report embodied recommendations-which had been
made at a previous meeting of the Committee and had just been renewed by the Danish
delegate-in favour of the settlement of the Armenian refugees in the Erivan Republic in the
near future. Greece would be the first to welcome such a settlement, as she was perhaps the
country which had most Armenian refugees in her territory, and, indeed, the largest number
of refugees generally. In that connection, he would, on behalf of his country, point out that
her conversations with the Government of the Soviet Union in I927, and then in I932, had
already made possible the transfer from Greece to Armenia of some 6,ooo to 7,000 refugees
under the best possible conditions. The Hellenic Government would endeavour to continue
those conversations, and the goodwill shown hitherto by the Soviet Government justified the
hope that further useful work would be achieved.

Mr. OFFICER (Australia) congratulated the Rapporteur on his report. He suggested that
the paragraph beginning : "The services which the Office could render . . . " and which
related to the question of funds was sufficient, provided that there was added at the beginning
of the following paragraph a sentence to the effect that the Committee noted the difficulty
with regard to finance and supported the two proposals made as to how this might be met.
If the Committee agreed to his proposal, the last two paragraphs of the draft report might be
suppressed.'

M. RAPHAEL (Greece), Rapporteur, agreed to modify his report in that sense.

The amendtment proposed by Mr. Officer was adopted.

1 The two paragraphs in question read as follows :
" The Committee noted that the results achieved by the Office, although considerable and important, were

circumscribed by the exiguous funds at its disposal, and urged Governments on whom the refugees were direct or
indirect charges to follow the example of certain countries, and capitalise those charges in the form of credits for
the Office which would enable it to provide permanent and constructive solutions of their refugee problems.

" Finally, the Committee noted with satisfaction the decision of the French Government to generalise the
application of the Nansen stamp, and recommended Governments which had not already done so to adopt a
similar course and thus increase, to an important degree, the revenue of the Office derived from that source.



Cemal HtsSNt Bey (Turkey) referred to the following passage in the text of the proposed
resolution:

" Recognising the increasing difficulty of placing refugees in employment in European
countries, and even of maintaining in employment those who already have work

In his opinion, they would have to adapt themselves to the conditions existing in the
different countries and consequently to take account of the laws in force there. He therefore
proposed to add the words: " in so far as the laws of the countries permit ".

M. RAPHAtL (Greece), Rapporteur, thought it was clear that the countries could not be
asked to do anything contrary to the laws in force. The Turkish delegate's remark would
be incorporated in the Minutes, but it seemed to be unnecessary to change the text of the
resolution itself.

Cemal HOsNtYr Bey (Turkey) said he was satisfied.

The draft report and resolution were adopted (Annex 2).

The CHAIRMAN said that the Assembly had provided for a new procedure to make it
possible under certain conditions to adopt reports without discussion in the plenary Assembly.
For that purpose, it was necessary for the Committee to state unanimously that it did not
consider a fresh discussion in the plenary meeting to be necessary. He proposed that the
Committee should take such a decision in the present case.

The Chairman's proposal was adopted.

33. Russian, Armenian, Assyrian, Assyro-Chaldean and Turkish Refugees: Appoint-
ment of a Rapporteur to the Assembly.

M. RAPHAEL (Greece) was unanimously appointed Rapporteur to the Assembly for the
question of refugees.

TWELFTH MEETING.

Held on Saturday, September 22nd, I934, at Io a.m.

Chairman : M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

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

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania).-The customary discussion which takes place every year
in the Sixth Committee on that part of the Secretary-General's report relating to the protection
of minorities has been held once again this session, as was to be expected. But the delegation
which has seen fit to take over the succession of another not present at this Assembly has
also taken the view that the change of protagonists should involve a change of method in
discussion.

As we are all aware, the Assembly, under Article 3 of the Covenant, may deal with the
minorities question, as it may deal with any matter within the sphere of action of the League
or affecting the peace of the world.

In discussing the minorities question, however, all previous Assemblies have approached
the subject from its general aspect, and the consideration underlying all the proposals we have
heard has been to seek for a better organisation of the protection of minorities. Any attempt
to raise other than general problems has been carefully avoided, and no concrete cases or
particular grievances based on specific facts have ever been presented. That could not have
been done, indeed, because such matters do not lie within the competence of this Committee.

I was therefore extremely astonished yesterday to hear the Hungarian delegate break
with this tradition and, stating that he would not make any proposal as to the organisation of
minority protection, proceed to draw as black a picture as possible of the situation of the
Hungarian minority in Roumania. He told us that he did so in virtue of the right of supervision
which he considers the treaties have conferred upon him.

I might pause here and tell him that this right of supervision he arrogates to himself
is purely imaginary and that such a right belongs to the Council only. I might also tell him
that, in submitting this long series of concrete cases of alleged violations of the treaties, he
has taken the wrong road and is addressing a tribunal that cannot hear or pass judgment
on the specific cases he invokes.

Anyone with the slightest experience of the organisation for the supervision of minority
protection knows that, according to Article 12 of the Minorities Treaty, any member of the
Council of the League of Nations has the right to bring to the attention of the Council any
infraction or any danger of infraction of any of the obligations in respect of minorities, and
that the supervision of the execution of those obligations is in the hands of the Council.
Everyone knows, too, that it is always the Council to which the other way that has been
opened-you know in what circumstances-ultimately leads-namely, that of a petition
reporting any fact liable to infringe the obligations in respect of minorities.
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I might therefore counter the picture painted by the Hungarian delegate by a plea in
bar, politely requesting him, if he wants his grievances righted, to have them brought before
the competent tribunal by the prescribed methods. If I reply to these allegations, however,
it is only in deference to this Committee and in order to remove any doubt from my colleague's
minds as to the verisimilitude of the picture which the Hungarian delegate has thought fit to
present to them. I will add, however, that this is the last time the Roumanian delegation
will allow itself to be drawn into such a discussion.

If my opponent is to be believed, there is no crime which Roumania has not committed
against the Minorities Treaty by which she is bound. There is no accidental violation of one
or other of the treaty's provisions; there is systematic and general violation, from the first
article to the last, Ioo per cent violation, violation en bloc and in detail.

If the situation were so grave and desperate as M. de Eckhardt alleges it to be, if
Roumania's crimes against the Hungarian minority were so atrocious, unremitting and
systematic, I suppose the fact would eventually have come to light-since the machinery
for the protection of minorities is in operation-even before the arrival of M. de Eckhardt
at Geneva and the sensational account he has given.

M. de Eckhardt recognises-and in that I fully agree with him-that the organs of the
League have always done their duty as regards the protection of minorities. I can inform him,
without committing an indiscretion, that the successive Directors of the Minorities Section
of the Secretariat have repeatedly and at various times paid visits to Roumania to study the
question and obtain information, and have been able to ascertain the situation of the minorities
there. They are men who see things through their own eyes and who cannot be hoodwinked.
If they had found the situation so contrary to the treaties and the condition of the minorities,
Hungarian or other, so wretched, they would have been the first to take alarm and would not
have failed to inform the proper quarters of what they had learned. I have reason to believe
that the impressions they received of the treatment of minorities in Roumania were not
unfavourable.

Since the system of supervision has been in operation, the method of an informative
petition to the Council has always been open to all protected minorities. Yet what complaints
and petitions from Hungarian minorities do I find ? I will not trouble you long with statistics
of Hungarian petitions. In 1925, I find a single petition, from certain expropriated settlers
in Transylvania and the Banat. The matter was quickly settled through an ex gratia offer
by the Roumanian Government to the Council of compensation amounting to 700,000 gold
francs. The offer was accepted by the Council and payment was made without delay.

In I926 there were no petitions. In I927 there was only one petition, and the Minorities
Committee classified it as coming under the optants question, which had been referred to another
body. In 1928 there were no petitions. In 1929 there was the question of the Ciuc property.
After the case of the settlers it was the second and last which has ever been brought before the
Council; and it was so brought on account of the complexity of the legal problems which it
raised, and which the Minorities Committee could not undertake to solve. This famous case
was settled by a compromise which the Roumanian Government, in a conciliatory spirit,
proposed to the Council and which the Council accepted.

In 1930 there were two petitions-one relating to the expropriation of what are called
the Szekler joint domains of Cartza and Ineu, which was settled by a compromise between the
parties concerned and the Roumanian State; the other was a petition from the Hungarian
parliamentary representatives of Transylvania relating to the conditions governing the
admission of pupils to Hungarian-speaking minority schools. This petition was filed in
September I93I by the Minorities Committee, after the Roumanian Government had given an
explanation, which was accepted.

In I93I there were four petitions : (I) a petition from officials and pensioners of the
Administration of the Ciuc property, which was settled, in connection with the principal
claim, by the same compromise; (2) a petition from the Magyar Party regarding school text-
books, which it was alleged engendered sentiments hostile to the Hungarian minority; this
was found by the Minorities Committee in 1932 to be groundless; (3) another petition from
the same Magyar Party against the creation of alleged cultural zones in Transylvania with
restrictions upon teachers belonging to the minority; filed in September I93I; (4) a
supplementary petition on the same subject; the same decision was reached, the petition
being filed in November I93I.

In 1932 there was only one petition, from a person named Kaiser, who claimed a pension
for war disablement. This petition was filed in December I932.

In 1933 there were four petitions, two of which related to deprivation of nationality,
a third to alleged violence on the occasion of a demonstration, and the fourth to the suspension
of a newspaper. Three were filed and only one is still under consideration.

In 1934, up to the present, there have been five petitions, on subjects of trifling
importance. These are at present under examination by the Minorities Committees.

If the situation of the Hungarian minority were really as tragic as the Hungarian delegate
has described, if that minority were really suffering the horrors and the vexations of which he
spoke, is it conceivable that the despair felt by 1,300,000 inhabitants should have found no
other outlet for ten years than the presentation of some twenty petitions to the Council (on
an average two a year), and those, too, relating to subjects which for the most part are of no
serious importance ? Why this restraint, this sullen silence amidst dire suffering ? Does it
spell mistrust of the Council's justice, or is it due to difficulties of procedure ? Yet even
under the worst reign of terror a letter can quickly reach Geneva. Only very few have been
sent, however, even though factories for the concoction of such petitions exist in various places.
Why ? I leave it to any man of good faith to give the reply.
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In his long account of the violation of treaties of which Roumania has been guilty, the
Hungarian delegate emphasised the fact that various Roumanian laws-including the
Constitution of the Kingdom-are not in conformity with the obligations of the Minorities
Treaty.

As I have disputed the right of supervision which he assumed in regard to minorities,
he will not be astonished if I also dispute most decidedly and formally his right to supervise
the internal legislation of my country. It would be easy for me to show my colleagues of the
delegations represented here-and I see among them eminent jurists-that these violations are
purely imaginary. But if I did so, our Chairman would certainly be entitled to interrupt
me and request me to keep such proof for the eventuality-in my opinion an extremely
improbable one-of the question whether our laws are or are not in conformity with the
treaties signed by Roumania being brought before the Council of the League or the Hague
Court by those authorised by the treaties to do so. Moreover, a number of these laws to
which exception has been taken, and particularly the educational laws, have been examined
by the Minorities Committee in connection with the complaints of the Magyar Party of
Transylvania. All the petitions relating to laws on education have been filed, as have also
other requests which the Hungarian delegate is now taking up again on his own account.
Does the Hungarian delegate perhaps intend to appeal from the decisions of the Council to
the Assembly or its political Committee ?

But, apart from the question of the laws of Roumania, according to the Hungarian
delegate there has been nothing but discrimination, inequality, constraint and vexation in the
treatment of the Hungarian minority in Roumania-a very hell, in fact. How is it, then, that
we have only just learnt this after the machinery for minority protection has been in operation
for years ? Only a few months ago, in another request from the Hungarian Government
to the Council relating to frontier incidents between Hungary and Yugoslavia, the Roumanian
Government was given a certificate of good conduct, reference being made to the good relations
on both sides of the Roumano-Hungarian frontier, extensive and open as it is, and the total
absence of disputes or vexatious treatment. But, though the Roumanians are all right on
frontiers, it seems that they are frightful tyrants in the interior of their country. They
confiscate the property of Hungarians, they subject them to heavier taxation than other
nationals, they deprive them of nationality rights at their own sweet will, they grant them
neither freedom of education nor freedom of religious worship nor freedom to use their mother
tongue, nor freedom of thought or of opinion. Roumania does not tolerate minority schools,
does not help them, does not contribute to their upkeep.

But now let us glance at the facts. Let us see, for example, how Roumania prevents
freedom of religious worship. The law to which M. de Eckhardt takes exception-but which,
when it was in preparation, received the approval of most of the parliamentary representatives
of minorities-grants legal status to all minority churches. The Roumanian State contributes
in its budget to the emoluments of the personnel of minority religious bodies. I venture to
give you some figures. In I924, the Roumanian State expended on such personnel 40,820,000
lei; in I925, more than 44,000,000; in I926, more than 57,000,000; in 1927, as much as
I03,000,000; in 1928, I50,000,000; in 1929, I6o,ooo,ooo and, in 1930, I80,ooo,ooo. I must
point out, too, that, as the predominant religion in the former kingdom and in Bessarabia
is the Greek orthodox rite, most of the minority churches are to be found in Transylvania,
where there are as many as seven long-established religious bodies.

Now let us take education. M. de Eckhardt, of course, does not like our educational
laws. I cannot help that, but the Minorities Committee did not find them contrary to the
treaties, and that is enough for me. Let us look at a few figures. Before I918 there were, in
Transylvania, 2,392 Roumanian schools, kept up, of course, by Roumanians from their own
contributions; 2,588 Magyar schools, of which 1,497 were State schools, and 287 German
schools; 52 Hungarian, 5 Roumanian and 9 German high schools; 22 Hungarian and I
Roumanian commercial schools; 24 Hungarian and 6 Roumanian teachers' training colleges.
There was no teaching in Roumanian in any State school. After Transylvania was attached
to Roumania, we find, in I923, I,020 Roumanian State schools as against 562 Hungarian
schools and o06 schools of various nationalities. The same proportion has been kept in
opening other schools-public schools, high schools, commercial schools, etc. In I930, we find
1,419 schools at which teaching is given in Hungarian, 483 State elementary schools, 879
religious elementary schools, 6 State secondary schools, 52 religious secondary schools. The
Roumanian State has maintained 260 elementary schools and 223 elementary-school sections,
all with Hungarian as the teachinglanguage. In I929-30 the Roumanian State spent 103,660,282
lei on the upkeep of minority elementary schools and I8,000,000 on secondary schools. As you
will see, the Roumanian State has shown itself neither miserly nor oppressive. It has done its
duty towards the Hungarian minority and has everywhere promoted the opening of Hungarian
schools or has opened them itself. And as its reward it receives the censure of M. de Eckhardt.

Let us now see how Roumania suppresses the expression of opinion and thought in the
Hungarian language. In Transylvania, according to the Cabinet's statistics, 320 publications
-newspapers and periodicals-appear in Hungarian, of which 250 began to appear after I918.
In a single town, Oradea-Mare, there are thirty-five periodical publications, including eight
daily newspapers. Of these publications, thirty-two were started after I918. In Transylvania
there are eight permanent Hungarian theatres. Before the war there was no Roumanian
theatre in Transylvania.

I will not weary you any longer with figures or with a detailed discussion of all the
allegations made by the Hungarian delegate. As I have said, he presents as fresh grievances
a number of facts which have already been brought to the notice of the Council and which the
Council did not consider further after examining the petitions presented. It is of no interest
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to you to know whether it is true or not that Transylvanian newspapers are forbidden to call
places by their Hungarian names (incidentally, there are a large number of newspapers which
bear the name of their town in Hungarian), whether athletic societies are or are not compelled
to take permanent names and to carry on their correspondence in Roumanian, whether
signboards worded in Hungarian pay higher duty than those in Roumanian and so forth.
You have more important questions to consider and settle-questions, too, which are really
within your province.

In drawing his picture, the Hungarian delegate affirmed that he had no intention to start
disputes; his aim was rather to help to remedy the evil. He called upon Roumania to respect
the treaties. We have not waited for M. de Eckhardt's friendly injunctions to do so.
Roumania, with her allies of the Little Entente, has made it an article of faith to respect
treaties in regard to minorities as in all other matters. We can only see how the provisions
for the protection of minorities may be twisted and used for other purposes than those provided
for by the treaties, and how constant and barren agitation can be carried on very cheaply.
If the Hungarian delegate thinks that pacification and concord, that are so necessary in a
league of nations, can be attained by means such as he has just employed, I take the liberty
to tell him frankly that he has not found the best way to do so.

M. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia).-After the substantial explanations given by my Roumanian
colleague in reply to the Hungarian delegate's speech, I might have confined myself to informing
the Committee that I agree entirely with my Roumanian colleague's remarks. As, however,
the Hungarian delegate has raised points of a general character, though he has not this time
specifically mentioned my country-presumably he is reserving himself for another occasion
-I am compelled to go over old ground of controversy once more.

The Hungarian delegate in his speech vigorously asserted the right of the Assembly to
take cognisance even of concrete cases; and in support of this view he quoted Article 3 of the
Covenant. I will tell him at once that on this point we are entirely in agreement. We have
never argued that the Assembly had no right to deal with the minorities problem. Where we
differ from him is in our contention that the Assembly as such is only entitled to deal with the
problem as a whole-that is to say, in its general aspects, concrete cases being explicitly
reserved by the treaties to the Council of the League and the Permanent Court of International
Justice. The Hungarian delegate quoted Article 3 of the Covenant; but I should like to refer
him, so far as Yugoslavia is concerned, to Article II of the Minorities Treaty. He also quoted
a passage from the report of the Committee of Three in which he finds confirmation of his
argument, while I find in it confirmation of our argument ! Here is the quotation from the
report:

" It is necessary to take steps to enable the League of Nations to keep itself informed
of the general evolution of the problem of minorities, to observe and follow this problem
closely and thus to satisfy itself of the fate of the minorities. Only in this way can a true
guarantee by the League of Nations be realised and only in this way can the concrete cases
brought before it be judged at their true value."

Before whom ? Before the competent organ for minority questions-namely, the Council
of the League and, under certain contingencies, the Permanent Court of International Justice.

There is, however, one point in the Hungarian delegate's speech to which I should like
to make special reference. For the first time, I think, the Hungarian delegate is expanding
his arguments; he claims a right of supervision in connection with the execution of the
Minorities Treaties. In support of this view he quotes Articles 44 and 47 of the Treaty of
Trianon, under which the Successor States recognised and confirmed " in relation to Hungary "
their " obligation to accept the embodiment in a treaty with the Principal Allied and Associated
Powers such provisions as may be deemed necessary by those Powers to protect the interests
of inhabitants of " the Successor States " who differ from the majority of the population in
race, language or religion "; and he concluded: " This stipulation formally gives Hungary
a right of supervision over the lot of the Hungarian minorities in the Successor States "

If this view were adopted, it would amount to an entire reversal of the system on which
the protection of minorities is based. What is the wording of Articles 44 and 47 ? It is
this: " . . . accept the embodiment in a treaty with the inPrincipal Allied and Associated
Powers of such provisions as may be deemed necessary by those Powers to protect " in the
Successor States. Our obligation under Articles 44 and 47 was met by the conclusion of this
treaty with the Principal Powers. Our obligation to Hungary was also met by the conclusion
of this treaty. From that moment there was no direct minority problem between Hungary
and us ; there was only a problem between us and the Council of the League of Nations.

Allow me in this connection to refer to the speech made to the Committee yesterday by the
United Kingdom delegate, Mr. Eden, from which I take the following passage:

" The object of the minorities system was therefore, broadly speaking, twofold:
first, to promote European tranquillity by securing, as far as possible, that these minorities
should have equality of treatment ; secondly, to provide that questions arising out of the
alleged discrimination against a minority should be dealt with, not as a dispute between
the country whose subjects the members of the minority were and the country with which
they were racially connected, but, on the contrary, as a matter to be dealt with in, so to
speak, an impersonal manner by the new international organisation which was being set up
in the League of Nations."

I would especially draw the Hungarian delegate's attention to Mr. Eden's second point
with regard to what he called " an impersonal manner ", with which I entirely agree. I
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believe this is the only way that injustices can be redressed. The personal manner in which
the Hungarian delegate has treated the problem in the Committee cannot serve the true object.

One other point. I should like to say something as to the motives of these vigorous
observations on the part of the Hungarian delegate. He said that he wanted to draw the
attention of the Assembly and of all the delegations to the Assembly to the tragic fate of the
Hungarian minorities, and that he was particularly concerned with the maintenance of good
relations between Hungary and her neighbours. I wonder whether his method is really
the best method. A procedure has been established for the redress of such injustices as may
exist. This procedure is clearly available to Hungary herself. But one has the impression
that, having once been drawn up at Madrid by parties whose good faith was unquestioned, and
who were genuinely anxious to give the organs of the Secretariat adequate powers to fulfil
the mission they have under the Minorities Treaties, the procedure has become the preserve
of professional agitators. I take the case of Yugoslavia and the petitions of the Hungarian
minority in that country, and I find that approximately one out of every fifteen petitions
carries the signatures of minorities actually living in Yugoslavia. It may or may not be news
to the Hungarian delegate when I say that the majority of these petitions emanate from a
special office in Budapest, the Director of which has the alluring title of " Secretary of the
Hungarian League of Nations and Revisionist Union ". This office has supplied no fewer
than ten petitions in the course of last year alone. I do not propose to give the Director
publicity by citing his name ; but the Committee will admit that we are entitled to ask whether
the real object of these petitions is to draw the attention of the competent Yugoslav
authorities to particular cases or particular injustices which may have been committed in
respect of the Hungarian minority.

I think we are entitled to say that the main motive animating the submission of minority
questions to the League is propaganda and the campaign against our country.

There is another circumstance which confirms our conviction to this effect. The
Committee will be aware that, in the course of the present session, an atmosphere of agitation
has been created around this problem. All the members of the Committee will have received
by mail compliments on the part of the Hungarian delegation or anonymous literature
embodying precisely the same arguments that were yesterday put forward by the Hungarian
delegate. Is that really the best way of approaching this problem ? Cannot the Hungarian
delegate see that he is on a false track when he operates on these lines ?

M. BENE§ (Czechoslovakia).-I had not intended this year, contrary to my established
practice, to intervene in the minorities debate. However, the question was raised this time
in a manner different from that in which it was raised in previous years, and I was prepared
to be satisfied with the communication of the Permanent Council of the Little Entente, declaring
that our three States maintained the standpoint they had taken up in this Committee for a
number of years past. But, as the debate developed, the original proposals, such as those of
Count Raczynski and M. Frangulis, were withdrawn or altered, or new proposals were put
forward. When, finally, a speech attacking a friendly country was delivered, I felt constrained
to speak in order to prevent a reversion to the errors we have already been at pains to avoid
in this Committee on various occasions. We have avoided them by going to the bottom of the
matter, and bearing in mind, all of us, the limits of the competence of the Assembly and Council
respectively as laid down in the Covenant and in the Minorities Treaties.

The discussion on the Polish proposal has brought out-that is one of its great merits-
the fact that the Minorities Treaties cannot be altered without the assent of the Council,
and that neither the Assembly nor the Sixth Committee are qualified to pronounce for or
against their alteration. If they were to do so, they would come up against the substance of
the treaties in question. Any Government has the right to apply to the Council in this matter
on its own responsibility; but the Committee and the Assembly cannot touch the substance
of the treaties without exceeding their competence.

I cannot therefore vote for any resolution or recommendation submitted in this Committee
on this subject. For years past we have been at pains to draft the Sixth Committee's report
in such a way as merely to give the Assembly an accurate picture of our discussions, without
going beyond that point.

I am here to tell the Committee that I propose to adhere to this standpoint, as in previous
years, for the reason that it is the only legal standpoint and consequently should be respected.

The question of the generalisation of the protection of minorities is quite another matter,
which has nothing to do with the first question. It is a political issue which can well be
considered and made the subject of a decision in this Committee, because the Assembly is
entitled to legislate, to decide or to pronounce on the obligations to be assumed by all its
Members without distinction. If the Assembly comes to a decision, the decision must be
applicable to all, and not only to some, Members.

I am not breaking the Rules of Procedure by reverting to this question at this moment
after the debate on the Polish proposal has been closed, because the Chairman, in agreement
with the Committee, reserved the vote on this question to the end of the present debate.
As I do not wish to speak twice, I will make my point at once in order to show the reasons for
my vote, if the matter comes to a vote.

I will venture at this point to interpolate an important observation. The reason why I
have been in favour, on several occasions in recent years, of generalisation is that generalisation
is a natural consequence of what has taken place within this Committee. Various delegations
have attacked existing Minorities Treaties and asked for their extension. They have forgotten
that neither the Committee nor the Assembly has any competence in the matter, and that
it rests with the Council alone to give its assent to any amendment of those treaties. In


