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mandate, a solution which would, in principle, be based on the conclusions of the report of the
Royal Commission set up by it for that purpose.

The Council had replied first by referring, as it was proper and logical to do, to the solutio n
advocated by the Royal Commission, but without excluding any other solution. It had
pointed out that, though the United Kingdom Government was authorised to pursue its search
for a settlement outside the terms of the present mandate, the Council was not at present
expressing any opinion on the eventual suppression of that mandate, which would remain in
force until other arrangements had been made. Nor had the Council intended to express a
view on the substance of the question, as that problem would only be considered when the
Council would be able to deal with it as a whole.

M. Paul-Boncour was making that analysis of the Council resolution-first, because it
agreed very closely with that just made by Lord Cranborne and, secondly, because, in the
Council, M. Delbos, speaking for the French Government, had given his explicit support to that
resolution. Further, the various views, highly interesting and moving though they were,
which had been expressed during the discussion, did not, he thought, so far as the exact problem
before the Sixth Committee was concerned, change the situation or the very definite attitude
adopted towards it by the French Government.

The Palestine question was difficult enough in itself, regarded solely in the light of the
factors existing on the spot and the aspirations manifested inside Palestine. While there was
no doubt that the interest taken in the question went beyond the frontiers of Palestine, the
French delegation did not believe that, on the plane on which the question was at present
placed, its solution would be simplified or facilitated by broadening the issue. On the contrary,
it believed that there would be a risk of giving wider prominence and possibly greater force to
the opposing tendencies which at the present time constituted the local difficulties that had
to be overcome.

The Council, moreover, had pointed out that, in authorising the mandatory Power to
pursue its study of the problem, it was not limiting either the extent of that study or its own
freedom of judgment when the question came to be examined on its merits-in other words,
it neither advocated nor excluded any particular solution. The French delegation, therefore,
felt that the best course of action for the Sixth Committee was to confirm that resolution of the
Council.

M. TELLO (Mexico) said that his country, which had a large Arab and an equally large
Jewish colony among its population, had followed with increasing interest the official and
private comments made on the report of the Royal Commission sent to Palestine. Before
referring to such a complicated problem, where there was a conflict between two opposing
aspirations, both perfectly respectable and founded on very sound historical bases, he would
pay a tribute to the impartiality, frankness and generosity which animated the Royal Com-
mission's report. The admiration and the interest evoked by it among all those who
dispassionately studied this problem, even among many of those whom it directly concerned,
were indisputable evidence of its great importance.

The Palestine problem was of special interest to Mexico, because of the lofty and
humanitarian ideal to which its solution must conform.

In its deep respect for the rights of peoples, the Mexican Government fully realised that
the problem in this case was to dispense a higher measure of justice to a section of the human
race which had been persecuted for centuries. It fully realised that this task could not be
consummated without serious difficulties. The Mexican Government trusted that it would be
possible to find a solution equitable for both the parties concerned.

The Balfour Declaration of I9I7 had been made in response to age-old claims, and had
stirred the imagination of thousands of families. At the present time, it could be said that
those claims had been met as far as possible, and that the dreams had become tangible realities.

As it viewed this question from an exclusively humanitarian standpoint, the Mexican
Government did not believe that such a reality could be destroyed or a door closed which had
stood open for twenty years past. Accordingly, he cherished the hope that the mandatory
Power and the Council, assisted by the Mandates Commission, with the deep sympathy and
universal co-operation of the States most closely concerned in the problem, would find a
solution wlich, while based on the Balfour Declaration, would strengthen the Home already
in existence, and, at the same time, safeguard the legitimate rights and interests of the Arab
population.

On his Government's behalf, M. Tello very warmly endorsed the tribute paid by the
Mandates Commission to the United Kingdom Government for administering Palestine in such
an intelligent, impartial and sympathetic spirit.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) wished to know exactly what it was to which the
Committee was being asked to commit itself. Some of the speakers appeared to have been
speaking with two voices. On the one hand, they asked the Committee to give its benediction
to a search for a solution of the problem along the lines of the partition of Palestine, whilst,
on the other, they said that the Committee would remain quite free and would not be committed
in any way by that investigation.

Surely, if the Committee gave its approval to an attempt to find a solution along the lines
of partition only, that approval when the report was eventually submitted would be used
to prejudice the position. It would be said that the Committee had given its approval in
advance to a partition scheme.

In Mr. de Valera's opinion, the Committee should not be asked to commit itself in advance.
He was in favour of the pursuit of a solution, but he wanted it pursued with open terms of
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reference and did not want the search to begin with an agreement that the solution was to
be sought along the lines of partition. He did not believe that it could be found along such
lines. Partition was no solution. All the parties concerned-the Christian world interested
in the holy places, the Jews and the Arabs-had, so far as there had been any opinion expressed
by them, opposed the solution by partition.

The consequences of partition had been very clearly indicated in the speech by the delegate
of Iraq. Partition of their national territory was the cruellest wrong that could be done to
any people. Partition would not mean appeasement or make for peace. It would create a
position with problems for the future even more difficult than those now under discussion.
The Committee should, therefore, not commit itself at the very outset to a type of solution
which many of the members of the Committee were satisfied would be no solution at all.

He did not, of course, believe that there could be any really satisfactory solution of the
problem which had been created. If promises were given, which by their very nature could
not be kept, at least no cynical attempt should be made now to pretend to reconcile the
irreconcilable on the basis of those promises. That would satisfy nobody. He wished in any
case to register his protest at the earliest possible stage against any proposal for a solution by
partition.

Jonkheer DE GRAEFF (Netherlands), Rapporteur, was afraid that, if he tried to frame a
report summarising the numerous speeches made on the mandates question, the document
would be too lengthy. He preferred, therefore, to draw up a very short report with a draft
resolution attached. The various points of view expressed would be found in the Minutes
of the Committee's meetings which gave a detailed record of all the speeches.

SEVENTH MEETING.
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Chairman: M. SANTOS (Colombia), replaced later by M. ANDRITCH (Yugoslavia).

i8. Records of the Committee's Discussions: Declaration by the Delegate of Haiti.

M. FRANGULIS (Haiti), after pointing out that the Minutes were the only guarantee of the
discussions which had taken place at Committee meetings, wished in the first place to commend
the remarkable fidelity and rapidity with which the Minutes were prepared. The records,
however, which delegations were asked to approve were not those which were communicated
through the Press or those which were published in the " Assembly Journal ".

M. Frangulis agreed that in the case of the latter certain technical problems arose. It
was, of course, difficult to prepare a summary; nevertheless, it was essential for the published
summaries to be a faithful, exact and impartial reflection of the discussions held. Far from
that, however, neither the Press communique nor the " Journal" gave a correct summary of the
two-fold argument which he had developed in his speech during the discussion on Mandates,
and he had had to ask the editor of the " Journal" to insert a correction.

The Egyptian delegate had also found his ideas misinterpreted and had had to ask for a
rectification.

Similarly, though the French delegate had endorsed M. Frangulis' observations on the
maintenance of the equal status of Jews, no trace of that remark was to be found either in the
Press communique or in the " Journal "

It was of the highest importance that the summaries prepared should be as accurate as
possible.

M. Frangulis asked that his remarks should be recorded in the Minutes.

The CHAIRMAN noted the statement made and assured M. Frangulis that the necessary
action would be taken on the remarks which he had submitted.

Mr. ABRAHAM (Secretariat) explained that there were three methods of recording the
proceedings of Committees.

First, there were the provisional Minutes circulated to delegates, who were asked to make
any corrections they thought necessary therein. The text thus corrected was the only text
with an official character.

Secondly, there were the communiques issued to the Press which might take the form
either of a summary prepared by the Information Section or, in the case of specially important
discussions, a verbatim report posted up in the Press Room. It was actually the latter form
of record which had been made of the discussion on mandates.
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Finally, a very condensed summary of the discussion appeared in the "Assembly
Journal ", which should not be confused with the Official Journal of the League of Nations,
a document published at regular intervals and edited with the greatest care. The " Assembly
Journal ", on the other hand, had to appear early every morning during the session and as it
had to be very hastily composed, might occasionally contain mistakes. Naturally, in the
case of really serious errors, the editor of the "Journal" was prepared to publish the necessary
corrections, but it must be clearly emphasised that the " Journal" was in no way an official
publication, as was clearly shown by the note on the front page, reading :

" The 'Journal' is issued for the convenience of the delegates and of the public. It
is not intended to serve as a permanent or official record and it should not therefore be used
for purposes of reference."

19. Mandates: Examination and Adoption of the Draft Report and Resolution.

Jonkheer DE GRAEFF (Netherlands), Rapporteur, had nothing to add to his report by
way of comment.l The speeches made during the discussion on mandates had revealed such
different opinions that he had gathered the very clear impression that the Committee was
only unanimous on one single point-namely, its hope and conviction that the problem of
Palestine would " be equitably settled, account being taken to the fullest possible extent of all
the legitimate interests at stake ".

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) thought that, in view of the speech which he had made
on the previous day, he should say that he accepted the report on behalf of the Irish delegation,
particularly as the paragraph immediately preceding the draft resolution made it clear that the
studies now being undertaken were to be pursued without prejudice to the lines on which a
solution was to be found. He strongly urged on the competent authorities and on any bodies
which might be asked to study the possibilities of a solution not to proceed as if a solution was
to be found only on the lines of partition. It should not be taken for granted that a satisfactory
solution could only be found along those lines.

The report and the draft resolution were adopted.

20. Mandates: Appointment of a Rapporteur to the Assembly.

On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, Jonkheer DE GRAEFF (Netherlands) was appointed
Rapporteur to the Assembly for mandates questions.

21. Mandates : Application to the Report of Rule 14(a) of the Rules of Procedure
of the Assembly concerning the Simplification of the Procedure of the
Assembly.

The Committee decided to apply to the report on mandates the procedure whereby a discussion
in plenary session was deemed to be unnecessary.

22. International Assistance to Refugees : Request for a Supplementary Credit.

The CHAIRMAN communicated to the Committee the following letter, dated September 23rd,
I937, received by him from M. Motta, Chairman of the Sub-Committee for Refugee Questions:

"At its meeting on September I8th,2 the Sixth Committee referred to the Sub-
Committee for Refugee Questions the request of the Nansen International Office for
Refugees for the grant of a supplementary credit of 104,080.25 francs for its 1938 budget,
a request which had been communicated to it in a letter from the Secretary-General,
dated September i6th, I937 (document A.VI.4.I937).

(2) The Sub-Committee considered this question at its meetings on September 22nd
and 23rd, 937. It decided unanimously, with the exception of the Soviet delegation
which voted against, to recommend the Sixth Committee to transmit this request for a
credit with a favourable opinion to the Supervisory Commission, in accordance with
the provisions of Article I6(c) of the Financial Regulations.

" (3) Further, the Sub-Committee unanimously decided to recommend the Sixth
Committee to add to the aforesaid amount a sum of 5,000 francs for the representation
allowance for 1938 of the President of the Governing Body of the Nansen International
Office for Refugees. The latter credit is identical with that granted to the President
of the Nansen Office for I937.

(4) The Sub-Committee herewith communicates to the Sixth Committee the result
of its discussion of these budgetary questions in order to enable it to take a decision within
the time-limit laid down by the Regulations. It reserves the right to submit later its
report to the Committee on the other questions referred to it."

For the final text of the report submitted to the Assembly, see Annex i, page 8S. -
2 See page I4.
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From this communication it was clear that the Sixth Committee had to take a decision
on two questions : I. The request of the Nansen International Office for the granting of a
supplementary credit of IO4,080.25 francs for its 1938 budget; 2. A request for the granting
of a representation allowance to the President of the Governing Body of the Office for the
same period.

The second point had already been referred to the Assembly and the Chairman proposed
that the Sixth Committee should express an opinion in favour of the adoption of this credit
which had already been referred to the Fourth Committee.

The Chairman's proposal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN asked whether the Sixth Committee agreed to communicate to the Fourth
Committee its endorsement of the request for a supplementary credit of 104,080.25 francs
for the 1938 budget of the Nansen Office.

M. STEIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) felt it his duty to state his views in the
Committee, having already voted in the Sub-Committee against this supplementary credit.
It would be remembered that the I929 Assembly had decided to liquidate systematically
the. work done on behalf of refugees. The I93I Assembly had, accordingly, decided to wind
up the Nansen Office before the end of I938 on the basis of a scheme for agradual and increasing
reduction of expenditure. The years 1937 and I938 were to be devoted to winding up the
administration, and the I93I resolution expressly referred to the discharge of the staff.

In 1936,1 the Council appointed Judge Hansson President of the Office and defined his
duties in a report which provided for the Office's duties being allocated to Governments and
private organisations.

The seventeenth Assembly confirmed the decision to wind up the Office in 1938 on the
lines of the I931 financial scheme, which provided for a credit of 234,000 francs for the two
years I937 and 1938. The Nansen Office had preferred to take the sum of 70,000o francs in
I937 so that only 64,000 francs remained for 1938, a sum which the delegation of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics was prepared to vote.

At the outset of I937, the Office took no steps for the systematic winding-up of the
administration or for the partial dismissal of its staff. While promising that the de facto
liquidation could be carried out, the Office asked for an additional credit to be able to continue
its work up to the end of 1938 on the same scale and without dismissing any part of its staff,
either central or local.

Considering that the execution of the I931 resolution only involved the reduction of
administrative credits-humanitarian relief work being financed from other sources-and
considering that this smaller credit would enable the Nansen Office to carry on certain activities
up to the end of 1938 with a reduced staff, and considering that the grant of the additional
credit asked for by the Office was incompatible with the I931 resolution confirmed in I936,
the Soviet delegation must vote against the supplementary credit for I04,000 francs.

M. MUNTERS (Latvia) wished to place on record a declaration made by his representative
on the Sub-Committee to the effect that, while it did not object to the credit being granted, the
Latvian delegation maintained the view on the refugee problem which he had voiced at a
previous meeting of the Sixth Committee.2

M. HANSSON, President of the Governing Body of the Nansen International Office for
Refugees, pointed out that the Council of the League of Nations had appointed him to that
Office as from February 1936 with instructions to prepare a report for the I936 Assembly.
Both in the Sixth Committee and in the Fourth Committee and Supervisory Commission,
M. Hansson had stated that he would be unable to carry on the work of the Nansen Office up
to I938 unless he were given an additional credit of I04,000 francs.

Furthermore, the 1936 Assembly had asked him to submit to the Council in May a report
on the liquidation of the Office.3 He had discharged that duty. In his report, he pointed out
that the Office could be wound up at the end of 1938, if that were the Assembly's final decision.
All the necessary administrative steps had been taken for that purpose.

At the same time, however, the 1936 Assembly had asked him to submit to the I938
Assembly a scheme for the allocation of the tasks still outstanding at that date in the work
of assisting refugees. That implied that the Nansen Office must be maintained until 1938
with himself as President. He could not, however, comply with those instructions unless an
additional credit of Io4,000 francs was assigned for the purpose.

The delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had argued that the Assembly
was bound by a decision taken in 1931 providing for a total credit of 1,710,000 francs to be
divided over several years. It was true that that was the arrangem.ent made by M. Max
Huber and by the Governing Body of the Nansen International Office in I931--that was to say,
at a time when conditions were entirely different from what they were to-day. It was believed
at that time that the problem could be settled by I938 and it was even thought that the last
two years would be mainly devoted to winding up the administration, as the problem of
refugees itself would be solved. The situation, however, had entirely changed, and there was
no need for him to dwell on that point.

1 See Official Journal, February 1936, page I27.
'See page I6.
3 See Official Journal, May-June 1937, page 454-
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In connection with M. Stein's statement, it should be clearly understood that, in the
matter of the credit of I,7IO,000 francs, the Assembly had taken no decision but had adopted
a recomnmendation. The Nansen Office had drawn up a general liquidation scheme under
which Governments were asked, inter alia, to take certain steps, some of which had not been
taken. On the same occasion, the Office had drawn up a scale the figures of which, far from
being adhered to by the Assembly, had twice been reduced by it. In that way, the Nansen
Office had received 5o,ooo francs less. It would seem logical to ask those who used the
"decision " of the Assembly to refute the requests of the Office to stick to that decision and
consider themselves bound by it. In that case, the Office would have to receive those
5o,ooo francs which, had they been paid, would have formed a reserve fund.

M. Hansson quoted the highest authority on the subject-namely, the Supervisory
Commission-which, in I932, had discussed the significance of the 193I Assembly's recommenda-
tion. In I932, the Supervisory Commission had made the following declaration :1

" This, recommendation, however, had not prevented the same Assembly from
granting for I932, as had just been pointed out, the sum of only 297,763 francs, although
the plan in question made provision for an allocation of 330,847 francs.

" It appeared, therefore, that the League of Nations was not bound by any formal
undertaking ; all the more so as the Fourth Committee, which was the sole organ competent
by the terms of the Financial Regulations to deal with any proposals for expenditure,
had not adopted any decision in regard to the plan of liquidation presented by the Office.

" All that was quite clear was that the Assembly had decided that the liquidation
of the Office should be completed by I938."

M. Hansson added that the Sixth Committee was completely free. If it were desired,
however, to complete liquidation successfully by I938, it would be necessary, as had been
pointed out in the Sub-Committee, to give the Office the required resources to live until then.

It need hardly be said that the Office had done its utmost to reduce expenditure to a
minimum and that the requested credit for I04,000 francs was indispensable for carrying out
the work still to be done.

It should further be observed that the 5o,ooo francs not paid to the Office was not the only
revenue cut it had suffered. As a result of the economic depression, which had also been felt
by the League of Nations, two important factors should be borne in mind : first, the cost
of the reforms in the Nansen Office introduced last year with the consent and collaboration
of all the League organs, and, secondly, the devaluation of the Swiss franc. In the case of
the Secretariat, the International Labour Office and the Permanent Court of International
Justice, the Assembly had decided to vote certain supplementary credits, but nothing had
ever been done for the Nansen Office, though it was in a similar situation. Instead of an
increase of 30%, the Office had merely asked for an increase of 15% to 20%.

Very serious harm would be done to refugee work if this credit were not adopted. The
Office was at present building in Greece houses for 600 to 700 Armenian families which were
homeless because, for urgent reasons, the Greek Government had had to decide to demolish the
barracks where the families in question were living. With its usual generosity to refugees,
the Greek Government had given the Nansen Office about 40,000 square metres of land and
the Office only required the necessary funds for building those houses.

Mention should also be made of the work done for Saar refugees which could be success-
fully completed by I938 if the Office were given the means of existing till that date.

M. STEIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that as his country's attitude towards
the Nansen Office had already been stated on several occasions, he would not re-open the
subject.

M. Hansson had said that the resolution providing for the liquidation of the Nansen
Office had been adopted in I93I, and that several changes had occurred since. It was possible
that they could be not have been foreseen in I93I. But the I93I resolution had been con-
firmed by the I936 Assembly and no changes had occurred since which could justify a modi-
fication of the I936 resolution.

M. Hansson had also stated that the Assembly had not taken a decision, but merely
adopted a recommendation, and that the present Assembly was therefore not bound by the
rules previously adopted. M. Stein entered a formal objection to such an interpretation.

The resolution voted in I936 by the Sixth Committee stated that2 " The Assembly has
taken note of the previous decision of the Assembly that the Nansen Office should be liquidated
within a specified time and according to fixed budgetary rules. " It was therefore perfectly
clear that there was no question of a recommendation but of an actual decision by the Assembly
and of strict budgetary rules confirmed by the I936 Assembly.

Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium) said that while M. Stein's objection was legally
indisputable, it was equally indisputable that the League Assembly, like all parliamentary
bodies, could modify a decision taken at a previous session.

1 Document A.5.1932.X, pages 7 and 8.
2 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. I6I, page 68.
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The question was whether the present circumstances and emergency justified the over-
riding of a previous decision. From the explanations given by Judge Hansson, it would appear
that in the circumstance, the increase asked for was justifiedn the reorFourth Committee, of
course, would have to give its opinion before the Assembly took a decision.

The Belgian Government appreciated the League's efforts in this humanitarian sphere
of its activity. The Belgian delegation would therefore vote in favour of the request for a
supplementary credit.

M. STEIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) entirely agreed with the first part of
Count Carton de Wiart's statement-namely, that M. Stein's objection could not be legally
contested. The Soviet delegation would interpret the draft upon which the Sixth Committee
would vote as cancelling and revising the decision of the previous Assembly.

M. HANSSON, President of the Governing Body of the Nansen International Office for
Refugees, felt it necessary, in view of M. Stein's remarks, to read again the text of the reso-
lution passed by the I931 Assembly, which made it clear that one of the proposals of the Nansen
Office was the request in question.

The request for an additional credit was put to the vote and adopted by 30 votes to I.

(M. Andritch (Yugoslavia), Vice-Chairman, replaced M. Santos (Colombia) in the Chair).

23. Intellectual Co-operat : Examination and Adoption of the Draft Report and
Resolutions. 1

M. HERRIOT (France), Rapporteur, began by thanking those who had spoken on the report
of the International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation. He noted that none of their
comments constituted objections to the proposals or conclusions set forth in that document.
M. Herriot therefore felt that he was speaking in the name of the Committe the as a whole. He
also thanked the Rockefeller Foundation, whose liberality had enabled the Institute to
continue its researches tion the scientific rganisation of peace, in a manner which had earned
the praise of M. Lange and other speakers.

M. Herriot pointed out how valuable the collaboration of the National Committees had
been, and he was certain that he would be expressing the feelings of members of the Sixth
Committee in conveying a message of thanks and encouragement to those Committees, whose
work it had recently been possible to appreciate in Paris.

Two main ideas had emerged from the discussion in the Sixth Committee. The first,
warmly defended by M. Motta, Count Carton de Wiart and other delegates, was that intel-
lectual co-operation should maintain its universal character. That feeling was shared by
those whose duty it was to carry out the wishes of the Assembly between its sessions.

Those who, like M. Herriot, had taken part in the work of the League from the outset and
had striven to make the latter as universal as l possible, were obliged to admit that, while they
were far from losing hope, they could not claim to have achieved the results they expected in
the political field.

In the sphere of pure thought, however, nothing had occurred to challenge their belief
that intellectual co-operation should be given a universal role, and that a welcome should be
extended to everyone anxious to co-operate in the great work of bringing the minds of men
into closer contact throughout the world, that being an essential preliminary to a political
rapprochement of the nations.

The second principle it was desired to place once more as a guiding rule before those
working for intellectual co-operation, was that of impartiality. M. Herriot assured his hearers
that the impartiality of the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation was, and would continue
to be, complete. No narrow political consideration or emotional factor could disturb it.
Impartiality was at once the glory and test of man's intelligence. The Assembly could there-
fore rest assured that, if it accepted the proposals made to it, the International Committee and
the Institute would maintain for intellectual co-operation the standards of universality and
impartiality which had always belonged to it.

Inspired by those principles, the Rapporteur laid a number of resolutions before the Sixth
Committee. For the sake of brevity, he wished to make little comment on them.

In regard to the publication of documents on the origins of South American civilisation,
there was no longer any reason to delay the fulfilment of a long-standing promise. The part
played by the South American members of the Committee had, moreover, shown how valuable
was the civilisation of which they were the worthy heirs.

One of the resolutions proposed dealt with a question which had often been before the
Committee and would no doubt again come before it-namely, that of the teaching of history.
A declaration on this matter awaited signature by any Government willing to accept its
principles.

The Rapporteur wished to draw the special attention of the Committee to two questions.
The first, to which he and many of his colleagues had devoted particular attention, was that
of unemployment among intellectuals. That was a matter the importance of which it would
be impossible to exaggerate. The lack of work and remuneration confronting those who, in
ever-increasing numbers, studied at universities, was a matter of concern, not only for

" For the final text of the report submitted to the Assembly, see Annex 2, page 8I.
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Governments, but for the whole world. He had no wish to be indiscreet, but it was readily
comprehensible that a mind which had failed to find an outlet for its talents and had met with

no reward for its efforts, should drift into discontent, not to say open revolt.

One of the great tasks before those striving for intellectual brotherhood was to find worthy
occupations for intellectuals, perhaps in a foreign country, if their own had no openings for
them. M. Herriot quoted the example of Austria, a country which had every right to feel

dismay at being unable to use so much of the talent and intelligence available among her
citizens. Something must be done to help her. Attempts had been made to that end by the

International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation and, if the Committee so desired, details
could be supplied to it.

It was a difficult task to recruit, find and utilise the available resources, either in old

countries or for the purpose of spreading civilisation in new ones. It was, however, a task
entirely worthy of the League, and the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation needed encou-
ragement by the Sixth Committee if it was to carry it out.

The second point to which the Rapporteur wished to draw the special attention of the

Committee was summarised in the International Act which the Committee would shortly be
requested to vote. It consisted of two parts. In the first place, the Intellectual Co-operation
Organisation requested the Assembly to give vigorous support to the setting-up in all countries
of National Committees on intellectual co-operation. That movement had already started

and, in many respects, the natural zeal of various peoples had preceded the efforts of the Intel-
lectual Co-operation Organisation. All that was necessary now was encouragement, and the

Rapporteur felt sure, not only that the Committee would accede to the request, but that its

members would use their influence to encourage the setting-up and the activity of National
Committees in their respective countries.

The second part was of a more delicate nature. The Intellectual Co-operation Organisa-
tion, like others, was asking for money. It requested the different Governments to assist it

in that respect, and M. Herriot asked his colleagues to help in obtaining the money needed. The

members ofthe Committee were aware that three Intellectual Co-operation Organisation did not

make that request with a view to developing its material side on a more elaborate scale. Those

working for co-operation had given public proof of their disinterestedness. They needed,

however, to bring the best elements in different countries closer together by means of interviews,

lectures and the publications whose number and importance were already known to members

of the Committee. They were not thinking only of the intellectual elite of the peoples, but
also of those who formed a moral elite, for M. Herriot attached as much importance to the

conversion of a simple and sincere man as to the support of an already famous name.

To attain that object, both money and faith were necessary. M. Herriot felt he could
say, without fear of contradiction, that no great step in man's history had been achieved

unless it had been preceded by a movement on the plane of thought. While it was difficult

to generalise and rash to lay down universal laws, M. Herriot thought he would be justified in

saying that lost causes were precisely tht ose which had not been carefully prepared, and he
illustrated his point with two examples. The Renaissance, which freed mankind from many of

the shackles of the Middle Ages and from the excessive weight of tradition, had expressed

itself, before Governments put theory into practice, in the lives and works of a small number

of men belonging to different nations, who had extended a hand to one another and were,
perhaps, precursors of intellectual co-operation.

Another example could be drawn from the end of the eighteenth century, when a great

movement occurred, whose social, rather than political, aspects M. Herriot instanced. The

magnificent reform of penal law throughout Europe and the abolition of numerous institutions

which were a burden on the peoples were due to the concerted efforts of philosophers, in the

front rank of whom M. Herriot was happy to place, not even those of France, but those belonging

to a great nation like England, whose assistane was expressly and eagerly sought to-day by

the Intellectual Co-operation Organisation.
M. Herriot believed that great events only came to fruition if they were preceded by a great

movement of ideas, and he was tempted to seek for the explanation of the failures sustained

in attempting to find in the inadequacy of preparation, study and concentrated effort in
the realm of thought, an explanation of the great political and economic problems confronting

thworld. Ifther necessity for such preparation were obvious in times when the world followed

much simpler formulae than to-day, and when men lived in obedience to strictly legal precepts

behind which lay moral principles common to all nations, it was all the more striking in the

present age, with its more complex problems. Greater progress would perhaps have been

made in the economic sphere, or towards a political rapprochement, if the preliminary intellectual
work had been carried out with greater care, conscientiousness and conviction, and if there

were no longer sceptics who refused to admit th uev and importance of the League's work
in that field.

For the above reasons, M. Herriot urgently appealed to his colleagues to use their influence

with their respective Governments, in order to persuade the latter to bear in mind the

preoccupations and needs of intellectual co-operation. The Committee might rest assured

that any funds thus granted would be devoted to the highest ends.

In conclusion, M. Herriot hoped that, despite the numerous disappointments experienced
in so many spheres, it might be said, before the Assembly of the League and elsewhere, that

intellectual co-operation had fulfilled its duty within the limits of its resources, and with a

full appreciation of the lofty mission incumbent upon it.
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Viscount CRANBORNE (United Kingdom) thanked M. Herriot very sincerely for his
report and for the remarkable speech which he had just made. The members of the Sixth
Committee appreciated the deep interest which their eminent colleague took in the subject
and the lustre which he added to the cause of intellectual co-operation. Financial considera-
tions must, of course, always be given their full weight, but he could assure M. Herriot,
on behalf of his own Government, that the fullest consideration would be given to the proposals
before the Committee.

Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium) proposed to deal more particularly with the
protection of intellectual rights and the Conferences which it was proposed to convene
shortly. One of the resolutions accompanying M. Herriot's report' referred to the " Belgian
Administration's intention of sending to all Governments a memorandum drawn up in colla-
boration with the International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation and containing all
the material available " for the purpose of those Conferences. Count Carton de Wiart was
now able to give some additional information of an official nature which would enable the
Committee to ascertain the progress made in the direction of convening the impending
Conferences.

He need not stress the necessity for reforms in this sphere. Lawyers and intellectuals
had both realised for some time past the necessity for revising the international agreements
for protecting literary and artistic productions. The discoveries made in the cinematograph,
television, gramophone, wireless and other spheres made that revision and adjustment
necessary. There was, finally, one circumstance to which the attention of the Institute of
Intellectual Co-operation had been drawn which made those Conferences definitely essential-
the unanimous desire to link up previous Conferences and Conventions, those of Berne and
Havana, so as to secure perfect agreement in this field between the old and the new world.

In a diplomatic circular, dated June 6th, I936, the Belgian Government had proposed to
all Governments to convene a conference at Brussels for the discussion of a universal charter
of authors' rights, to be held a few days before another conference for revising the Berne
Convention. The preparatory material was ready. As a result of draft Conventions prepared
more particularly by the Montevideo Special Commission and the Joint Committee of
Experts of the International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation and the Rome Institute
for the Unification of Private Law, there were at present two schemes available which had
already been officially transmitted by the Pan-American Union to the American Governments.

The Belgian Government had sent the text of all the preparatory material for these two
Conferences to the printers, and the documents would be despatched to all Governments as
soon as possible. The Conferences could therefore be expected to meet in 1938, or, at the
latest, in 1939. The constant interest taken by the Belgian Government in these problems
would be proved by its desire to give those Conferences all the scope and all the working
conveniences which those taking part in such a great task were entitled to expect.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) intimated his Government's acceptance of the draft resolutions
before the Committee. Having been for many years State delegate to the Institute for
Intellectual Co-operation, he had had occasion to observe the wide extent of its influence under
M. Bonnet's skilled administration. It was Paris, a thousand-year-old centre of moral and
spiritual forces, which gave the Institute its great importance. The generous hospitality
bestowed on it there for seventeen years past, which was only one aspect of a distinctively
French tradition, enabled the Institute to do its work efficiently. Only in Paris could the
Institute live and prosper. As a result, however, of the support given by all Governments,
it would become, as it were, the parent of the numerous National Committees on intellectual
co-operation which were going to be set up in most countries.

As Count Carton de Wiart had said, the Latin-American countries would make it their
concern to harmonise the efforts of the Berne with those of the Havana Conference, where
M. Costa du Rels himself, as its Rapporteur, had noted the anxiety of many Governments
to find a practical solution for the problem of authors' rights.

If it were granted that curiosity was the source of human knowledge, one could conceive
the importance to oversea nations of the influx of new ideas and trends of thought.
M. Costa du Rels emphasised the prominent part now being and still to be played by culture.
For its sake, every effort and every sacrifice should be made. That was why the delegate
of Bolivia endorsed the proposals laid before the Committee.

M. LI Yu-Ying (China), on his country's behalf, supported all the proposals made on
general questions, but wished to stress one special point ; the protection of monuments in time
of war. In that connection, he read the following telegram of September 22nd which he had
just received from the Chinese Committee on Intellectual Co-operation through its Chairman,
M. Wu Shi Fee :

" Japanese aggression is causing a fearful catastrophe, with the destruction of open
cities and the deliberate massacre of thousands of civilians, action which is unprecedented
in the history of the world. Educational institutions are subject to special attack; the
university, secondary school Nankai Tientsin, girls' school Nantung, Baldwin school
Kiangsi, agricultural institute Nantchang, central university Nanking, Chinese martyrs'
infants' school Nanking, university Tungchi WVousong have been destroyed during the

1 See page 87.



SEVENTH MEETING -49 -- SEPTEMBER 24TH, 1937

last two months. The threat of hostilities or of the control of the Japanese army is forcing
many intellectual educational institutions to close the irdoors. Teachers and thousands of
pupils are left without schools. Air attacks on the principal intellectual centres are
now further intensified and Japan is officially advising the Powers that Nanking will
be subjected to a very violent bombardment, thus defying the civilised community.
On behalf of Chinese intellectuals, I request that these facts be communicated to the
League of Nations, first for the information of intellectuals in all countries who will
intervene with Governments with a view to support for China, and secondly to ask the
League to take all effective steps in its power to safeguard civilisation and humanity."

The Chinese delegation had received other documents regarding the destruction of
educational institutions, monuments, museums, libraries, etc. The list, which was a very
long one, was as follows, and contained information dating from the end of August:

"Universities and Schools destroyed by the Japanese.

"The Nankai University and secondary school at Tientsin were bombarded by
Japanese aircraft and artillery. The Japanese completed their destruction by spraying
the University buildings with petrol and setting fire to them. The University, which
was founded in 1918, housed 421 students at an annual cost to China of 382,490 Chinese
dollars, and had given 486 diplomas. The Mo Tsai Library, one of the most important
in Northern China and famous for its collections of ancient manuscripts (230,000 volumes)
suffered the same fate. Founded by the generosity of private persons, it had for some
time formed part of the University.

" The Women's Training College, founded by the Province of Hopei at Tientsin
in 90o6, which cost 30I,800 Chinese dollars per year and had conferred 1,040 diplomas
was entirely destroyed.

"The Tungshi University at Shanghai was famous for the excellence of its medical
faculty. Founded in I908 as a medical school by German scientists, it was taken over
by the Chinese administration in I9I7 and subsequently became State property, German
co-operation being, however, maintained unbroken. The University also included three
other sections-an engineering school, a technical school and a secondary school. Cost:
645,880 Chinese dollars per year; had issued 528 diplomas.

" Nantung Hospital, founded jointly by missionaries and Chinese.
" Shanghai University, founded in I906; annual cost 390,433 Chinese dollars; had

issued 698 diplomas. It contained a very important library, founded in I908.

"Establishments partially destroyed (i.e., to a great extent).

"Central National University of Nanking, founded in I928, annual cost 1,720,000
Chinese dollars; 1,244 students; issued 2,605 diplomas from I927-I934.

" Pharmaceutical Laboratory of the Central Hospital at Nanking.
" Nanchang Agricultural College.

"Establishments managed or closed by the Japanese since the Japanese Occupation.

" National Chiao Tung University at Tangshan, which was also the most important
mining college in China.

" National Library of Peiping, the most important in China (annual grant for
purchases, 135,ooo Chinese dollars).

" Palace Museum at Peiping, known all over the world as one of its richest museums
and the largest China possessed.

"Universities and Schools at Peiping indirectly managed by the Japanese since their Occupation
of Peiping.

" National University of Peiping; National University of Pekin; National Tsinghua
University at Peiping; School of Fine Arts, Peiping; Railway Engineering College,
Peiping; Higher Training College, Peiping; four veterinary colleges, Peiping; seven
secondary schools, Peiping; seven elementary schools, Peiping, etc., etc."

Wvhen the question of the protection of monuments came up before the Intellectual
Co-operation Committee, ther difficult to adopt resolutions
for the solution of the problem. At that time, M. Li Yu-Ying had confined himself to reporting
what was happening in China. The Sixth Committee, however, had a wider and less technical
task than the Intellectual Co-operation Committee. It was true that politics should not be
mixed up with intellectual questions, but it was equally true that there could be no absolute
distinction made between intellectual co-operation and the legal or political questions coming
within its sphere of work.

It was, of course, very difficult to protect monuments in war-time, and it would be still
better, obviously, to prevent war altogether. But was it not the duty of the League of Nations

4
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to work for peace ? During the Intellectual Co-operation Month, the Chinese delegate had
pointed out that there were two aspects of the problem of peace: first, the dissemination of
pacific ideas, which was the task of intellectual co-operation, and, second, the defence of peace.
To disseminate ideas of peace without providing for their defence was tantamount to an
abdication of pacifism in favour of barbarism.

In conclusion, M. Li Yu-Ying asked his colleagues to study the telegram and the documents
which he had submitted and to see whether it was not possible to take energetic action.

M. ZARAiSKI (Poland) observed in the first place, that in the crisis which was affecting
international relations it was indisputably intellectual co-operation activities which had suffered
least. The splendid meetings recently held in Paris constituted an important landmark in
that field, and M. Zaranski joined in the warm tributes which had been paid to the French
Government for organising the Intellectual Co-operation Month, and in those paid to M. Herriot,
without whose assistance international intellectual co-operation activities would never have
attained their present development.

On closer study of the reports of the Paris meetings, the Polish delegate had noted several
points of special importance to his own country. He was glad to observe that the principles
which had always animated the. Polish National Committee, assisted by the Government,
for giving concrete expression to intellectual co-operation had just been confirmed in the
International Act. Poland was all the more willin to accede to that instrument in that she
was already putting it into practical effect.

The Polish Government had been much gratified to see that the International Committee's
report rated at its true value the role of National Committees. His Government had always
felt that those Committees should constitute the very basis and starting-point of the Inter-
national Committee's activities, though at the same time he did not underrate the part played
by the latter since its foundation in the cause of intellectual rapprochement. It was the
International Committee which had encouraged the creation of National Committees. But,
for some time past, the centre of gravity seemed to be shifting towards National Committees.
which should in turn requite the services rendered to them by the International Centre since
their foundation.

M. Zaraniski did not propose to reiterate the observations made by the Chairman of the
Polish Committee at the Paris meeting on the duties of National Committees; he would
merely point to one aspect of their activity which had already been emphasised by the Polish
delegate on the Sixth Committee in I935 and 1936 -namely, the contribution of such
National Committees to bilateral and regional intellectual co-operation. As M. Komarnicki
had pointed out in I935: "That method had been found to be extremely effective 
it deserved closer study and might be recommended to the special attention of Governments "
The Polish Government was continuing to follow that policy and was both gratified with the
results obtained and convinced that intellectual co-operation of this kind could not but promote
the work done by the Paris Institute.

Among the various forms of contact between intellectuals which were developing so
happily under the Institute's auspices, M. Zaraniski drew the Committee's attention
to the Conversations organised by the Committee on Arts and Letters. The Polish National
Committee was anxious to show its appreciation of this form of intellectual co-operation and
proposed that the next Conversation dealing with the exact sciences should be held in Warsaw
in 1938. The Polish Government was glad to inform the Paris Institute that it was prepared
to defray part of the expenditure involved.

In conclusion, M. Zarainski associated himself with the moving tribute paid to the memory
of Mme. Cecile de Tormay. Poland felt very deeply the loss caused by the death of this
distinguished woman writer.

Mlle. VACARESCO (Roumania), on her Government's behalf, invited the Committee on
Arts and Letters to hold one of its next sessions at Bucharest. The Bureau and M. Paul
Valery would doubtless be asked to select the subject to be discussed. The Roumanian
nation would be glad to welcome in its capital the Committee on Arts and Letters, on which
she herself had been State delegate for many years.

Mlle. Vacaresco further announced that the Roumanian Government would make the
Intellectual Co-operation Committee the grant proposed.

M. HERRIOT (France), Rapporteur, thanked the eighteen Governments which had accepted
the proposal and also the delegates of Poland, Mexico, Roumania and the Netherlands. He
trusted that their example would be followed by other Governments.

In response to the appeal made by M. Li Yu-Ying, by which all the delegates had been
much moved, he felt that he-was expressing the unanimous sentiments of the Committee in
voicing on its behalf the wish that during armed conflicts artistic and cultural monuments
should be respected as representing treasures of civilisation which it was the world's duty to
preserve. If there were no objection, the report would be amplified in that manner.

The report and the draft resolutions were adopted (Annexe 2, page 8I).3

1 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 143, page 43.
2 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. Ir6, page II. 
a The resolutions were adopted by the Assembly on September 30oth, I937.
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24. (a) Modern Means of spreading Information utilised in the Cause of Peace:
(b) Means of spreading Information at the Secretariat's Disposal: Examination

and Adoption of the Reports and Draft Resolutions proposed by the
Sub-Committee.

M. FRISCH (Denmark), Rapporteur, in submitting the reports1 of the Sub-Committee
appointed by the Sixth Committee at its second meeting,2 wished in the first place to emphasise
that the Sub-Committee's decisions had all been taken unanimously, though only, he admitted,
after lengthy discussions and abundant criticism of some of the items in the Secretariat's
plan. While it admired the excellent work done and the eagerness shown by the Information
Section, the Sub-Committee had had to consider also the financial aspect of its proposals.

The total expenditure proposed had been reduced from 38I,o00 to about 260,000 francs,
not so much by rejecting any particular proposals, as by postponing them until further infor-
mation could be obtained. For instance, the proposals for the creation of a new post of
specialist and for the publication of an illustrated album of the new buildings had been
postponed, the Sub-Committee pointing out at the same time that certain improvements
might be made in the presentation of the Monthly Summary. In the case of wireless telegraphy,
the whole of the extra expenditure had been postponed pending further enquiries. With
regard to new documentary films, the production of a shorter film was approved, thus securing
a proportionate reduction in expenditure. The Sub-Committee had introduced a new proposal
that a prize should be awarded in an international competition to the author of the best
scenario for a new general film. The discussion in the Sub-Committee on the plans of the
Committee on Intellectual Co-operation concerning the cinema and radio had followed the
same lines as in the Sixth Committee, where the United Kingdom delegate had made several
highly interesting suggestions. After considering these and other observations, the Sub-
Committee had in the end unanimously adopted the conclusions to be found in the document
distributed.3

During its discussions, the Sub-Committee was informed by the Secretary-General that
he had recently received an invitation from the President of the New York World's Fair, 1939,
asking the League to take part in the Fair. The Sub-Committee welcomed the prospect
of the League having such an excellent opportunity of acquainting the American public with
the various aspects of League activities. Some doubt, however, had arisen as to whether
the Sub-Committee was competent either to propose a decision of principle on such" an
important question or to suggest voting the considerable expenditure necessarily involved.
Consequently, the Sub-Committee had confined itself to expressing its sincere gratitude,
leaving the decision both as to acceptance of the invitation and the voting of the expenditure
to the Sixth Committee. Speaking for his own Government, M. Frisch would heartily
recommend the acceptance of the invitation.

The Committee adopted the reports of the Sub-Committee 4 concerning modern means of
spreading information utilised in the cause of peace and concerning means of spreading information
at the Secretariat's disposal.

It further adopted the following resolution proposed by the Sub-Committee: 5

"The Sixth Committee, having considered the report of its Sub-Committee appointed
to examine the Secretary-General's report on modern methods of spreading information
utilised in the cause of peace (means of spreading information at the Secretariat's disposal,
document A.I8.I937) approves the Sub-Committee's report, including the proposals
for credits which it contains.

"Decides to transmit the said report to the Supervisory Commission in accordance
with Article I6(c) of the Financial Regulations, in order that the latter may examine
the estimates of expenditure which it involves, in.so far as such expenditure is calculated
to lead to an increase in the budget as originally communicated to the Members of the
League."

25. New York World's Fair, 1939: Draft Resolution proposed by the Sub-Committee
appointed to examine the Secretary-General's Report on Modern Means
of spreading Information utilised in the Cause of Peace.

The: CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the draft resolution concerning the New York
World's Fair, 1939, presented by the Sub-Committee. The text of the draft resolution was
as follows: .

"The Sixth Committee, having considered that part of the report of. its. Sub-
Committee 6 appointed to examine the Secretary-General's report on modern means of
spreading information utilised in the cause of peace (means of spreading information at
the disposal of the Secretariat: document A.I8.I937), which deals particularly with the
New York World's Fair, I939;

1 For the final text of the reports to the Assembly, see Annexes 3 and 4, pages 87 and 90.
2 See page io.
a See Annex 3, page 87.
4 See Annexes 3 and 4, pages 87 and 90.

. 3 See also the Minutes of the Fourth Committee.(Official Journal, Special Supplement No. I73, pages 66 and ixS),
· See Annex 4, page go.
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"Is of opinion that the cordial invitation from the President of the New York
World's Fair, 1939, communicated to the Secretary-General through the United States
Minister at Berne, requesting the League of Nations to participate in that Exposition,
should be accepted;

" Considers that a first credit of ioo,ooo francs should be entered in the budget of
I938 for the purpose of covering the expenses of this participation, the Supervisory
Commission being requested to submit to the next Assembly detailed proposals for the
entry of the necessary supplementary credits in the budget of I939.

"As it is of great importance that it should be possible to enter into commitments as
to expenditure as early as next year, and as, moreover, no item has been entered in respect
of the present proposal either in the budget of I938 or in the supplementary budget, the
Committee requests the Assembly (or its Fourth Committee), in accordance with
Article I6 (a) of the Financial Regulations, to decide that the above proposal shall be
considered during the present session."

Viscount CRANBORNE (United Kingdom) thought that the Committee would be unanimous
in expressing its appreciation of the invitation to take part in the New York World's Fair.
He hoped it would be possible to accept that invitation. At the same time, the Fair fell in a
year for which the Information Section's budget had already been increased, and the Fourth
Committee would have to decide whether it was practical to allocate so many financial credits
to one single year. Subject to those financial considerations, he cordially approved the
proposal.

M. LANGE (Norway) agreed with Viscount Cranborne regarding the invitation sent by
the President of the New York World's Fair. The proposal, was, however, an entirely new
one which the delegates had not yet had an opportunity of discussing with the other members
of their delegations. It was all the more difficult to take an impromptu decision since a kind
of initial credit had to be voted and the first outlay proposed would have to be followed by
additional expenditure, the amount of which was not known to the Committee.

M. Lange attached the greatest importance to the League of Nations endeavouring to
spread a knowledge of its work in the largest country in the world, but he must make express
reservations and would rely on the prudence of the Supervisory Body and the Fourth
Committee which he trusted would be able to go more thoroughly into the question.

M. BAGGE (Sweden) thought that the Committee could hardly decide this question before
knowing the total expenditure involved. His own vote would be given on the understanding
that the question would be considered in the Fourth Committee.

M. GRUMBACH (France) looked upon the invitation as proof of the desire of the United
States to know more of the League of Nations. It was the Sixth Committee's duty to encourage
such an approach. Whatever reservations might be made from the financial standpoint,
the Sixth Committee should unanimously vote the credit requested.

If the League of Nations took part in the New York World's Fair its participation should
be serious, expressive and complete enough to draw the attention of the United States to
its work.

The financial aspect of the question was important since what was achieved would partly
depend on the funds available. It would be advisable to get an idea at the present session
of the amount of the final outlay, so that delegations could consult their respective Governments
on the subject, thus enabling the latter next year to give them more detailed instructions.

In voting the credit asked at present, the Sixth Committee would both express its own
gratification and the desire of the League of Nations to prove worthy of the invitation given
to it. The efforts which would be made in that connection would necessarily mean a step
forward in bringing the United States and the League nearer together.

M. ZARAISKI (Poland), while accepting the resolution, expressly reserved his delegation's
attitude in the Fourth Committee.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out th ththe reason why this question had been referred so late
to the Sixth Committee was that the Secretary-General had only just received the invitation.
He would be duly informed of the observations made on the subject. In any case, each
delegation would be able to express its views on the credit requested in greater detail in the
Fourth Committee.

Subject to the above reservations, the draft resolution was adopted.l

See also the Minutes of the Fourth Committee (Of/icial Journal, Special Supplement No. 173, pages 63 and 117)
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EIGHTH MEETING.

Held on Monday, September 27th, I937, at Io a.m.

Chairman: M. SANTOS (Colombia).

26. Intellectual Co-operation: Appointment of a Rapporteur to the Assembly.

On the proposal of the Chairman, the Committee appointed M. HERRIOT (France) Rapporteur
to the Assembly for intellectual co-operation questions.

27. Intellectual Co-operation: Application to the Report of Rule 14(a) of the Rules
of Procedure of the Assembly concerning the Simplification of the Procedure
of the Assembly.

The Committee decided that the summary procedure under which a discussion in plenary
session of the Assembly was not considered necessary should be applied to the report on
intellectual co-operation questions. 

28. (a) Modern Means of spreading Information utilised in the Cause of Peace:
(b) Means of spreading Information atthe Secretariat's Disposal. Appoint-
ment of a Rapporteur to the Assembly.

On the proposal of the Chairman, M. FRISCH (Denmark) was appointed Rapporteur to
the Assembly for these questions.

29. (a) Modern Means of spreading Information utilised in the Cause of Peace:
(b) Means of spreading Information at the Secretariat's Disposal. Appli-
cation to the Reports of Rule 14(a) of the Rules of Procedure of the Assembly
concerning the Simplification of the Procedure of the Assembly.

The Committee decided, subject to the results of the Fourth Committee's discussions, that
the summary procedure under which a discussion in plenary session of the Assembly was not
considered necessary should be applied to the reports on these questions.

30. Situation in Spain and Cognate Questions: General Discussion.

M. ALVAREZ DEL VAYO (Spain) spoke as follows:

In his speech to the Assembly,l the Spanish Prime Minister made the following proposals,
with a request that they should be discussed by the Sixth Committee:

(I) That the aggression of Germany and Italy in Spain be recognised as such.

(2) That, in consequence of this recognition, the League examine as rapidly as
possible the means by which that aggression may be brought to an end.

(3) That full rights once more be given to the Spanish Government freely to acquire
all the war material it may consider necessary.

(4) That the non-Spanish combatants be withdrawn from Spanish territory.

(5) That the measures to be adopted for security in the Mediterranean be extended
to Spain, and that Spain be granted her legitimate share in them.

It is now my duty to put clearly before you the cogent reasons for these proposals.
The fundamental issue raised by the first of these proposals is the aggression being

committed against a Member of the League by two other States, one of which also belongs
to the League.

As early as September 1936, in a note sent on the 15th of that month to the Powers
signatories to the Non-Intervention Agreement, the Spanish Government proved irrefutably
that it was the victim of aggression. In that note; to which reference was made a few days
later in the speech to the Assembly 2 which I had the honour to make, the Spanish Government
drew attention to a series of facts proving that the rebels were receiving armed assistance, in
defiance of international law and the obligations which the Covenant imposes on the Member
States of the League of Nations.

See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 169, pages 58 and 59.
2 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. I55, page 49.
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In this communication, the Spanish Government, after describing a situation which made
the Non-Intervention Agreement tantamount in practice to a blockade of the lawful Govern-
ment, assumed, as it seemed entitled to do at the time, that not one of the States signatories
to the Non-Intervention Agreement was prepared to acquiesce in such an unheard-of violation
of international law, and therefore asked that the embargo on the export of arms to Spain
should be raised and that all deliveries of war material to the rebels should be strictly forbidden.

More than a year has elapsed since that demand was made. Aggression throughout
these twelve months has become steadily greater commensurate with the impunity enjoyed.
On November i8th, I936, Germany and Italy recognised the rebels. A State Member of the
League-that is to say, Italy, has thus set up a precedent, the gravity of which cannot be
exaggerated : she has recognised as the lawful Government of another State, also a Member
of the League, a handful of rebels, to whom she herself has supplied such arms and aeroplanes
as she thought necessary for the success of the venture.

When the heroic resistance of Madrid destroyed the calculations of the German and Italian
general staffs, which had taken the control of the war out of the hands of the military rebels,
and when armed assistance by land and air proved insufficient, co-operation was extended to
the naval domain.

The Spanish cruiser Cervantes, anchored in the port of Cartagena, was attacked on
November 22nd, I936, by a submarine, " of unknown nationality ". The Italian Government
itself subsequently made the author of the aggression known by rewarding him officially for
his exploit.

'The aggression committed against the merchant vessel Soton on December 28th, 1936,
and the capture of'the Aragon and' Marta Junquera by the German warships Admiral Scheer
and Koenigsberg a few days later, enabled the German Admiralty to emerge from the humiliating
position of having to confine itself to clandestine aggressions by night against the Spanish
coasts to the position of openly proclaiming its control of the seas. The German Admiral
" n Spanish waters " informed the Government of the Republic that if within three days,
that is by 8 a.m. on January 8th, i937, the German merchant ship Palos (which had been
detained in Spanish territorial waters by the Spanish authorities for delivering war material
to the rebels) were not handed over, "the seized vessels and their cargoes will, after the
relevant settlement of accounts, be handed over and used in agreement with the Spanish
Government recognised by us".

All this is duly reported in the telegram sent on January 6th, I937, by the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the Spanish Republic to the Secretary-General of the League.'

When the circumstances so require, squadrons sent specially from their own countries
to destroy some Spanish towns, which return to their starting-point when they have carried out
their task, collaborate with the hundreds of German and Italian aeroplanes that operate
regularly in Spanish territory. Thus, on December I7th, 1936, the ports of Culera and Port-
Bou were attacked by four three-engined bombing planes which had been sent specially for
that purpose from the island of Sardinia under the command of Lieutenant Verdi, and belonged
to the fourth squadron at that base.

But even all this was not enough. Then came the open invasion which was revealed
in a fashion that scandalised at least world public opinion, in the battle of Guadalajara.

More than two thousand official documents of the Italian units operating on this front
fell into the hands of the Spanish Government. A selection of these documents was published
in the " White Book ", which has been partly reproduced in Special Supplement No. 165 of the
Official Journal of the League of Nations. This body of evidence alone should suffice to dispel
the impression that it is a light matter for anyone to give an opinion on the Spanish Govern-
ment's request for a finding that it is the victim of aggression.

In its note of January 8th, I937, to the United Kingdom Government acting as the
representative of the Non-Intervention Committee; the Spanish Government foresaw and gave
-warning that the weeks which would elapse between its acceptance in principle of the plan of
control and the putting into practice of the latter -would be utilised in order to create the
accomplished fact of a regular army of occupation in Spain.

The Spanish Government has just made a similar prediction. On the strength of infor-
mation obtained from the best sources, the Spanish Prime Minister has told the Assembly 2
that Italy is preparing at this very moment to send to Spain another army corps, even bigger
than that which is now fighting to break down the splendid resistance of our Asturian soldiers.
Impressions gathered since merely confirm that statement.

Is the League once more going to wait until these troops have disembarked in Spain in
order to convene perhaps another meeting of. the Council, at which regrets will once again be
expressed that its recommendations have not been complied with, and at which the London
Committee will be will be exhorted to study, in conjunction with the representative of Italy on the
Committee, how best to repatriate those troops ?

In itself, the Council resolution of May 29gth, 1937,3 on the withdrawal oI non-Spanish
combatants, was excellent. The carrying-out of that resolution would without any doubt
whatever have meant a speedy end of the war. But only on condition that the interested
parties were not allowed to sabotage it and resume, successfully, their dilatory tactics. The
Council itself nmust have realised this when it expressed "the firm hope that such action will

1 See Official Journal, March-April 1937, page 262.
2 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No'. 69, page 58. 
' See Official Journal, May-June 1937, page 333. '' 



EIGHTH MEETING - 55 - SEPTEMBER 27TH, I937

be taken in consequence of this initiative as may ensure with the utmost speed the withdrawal
from the struggle of all the non-Spanish combatants participating therein ". The whole
point of the resolution lay in the word " speed". But experience has made it plain that it is
not exactly the rapidity of its action which has " derailed " the London Committee.

In the London Committee, as in other quarters, one fatal error has always vitiated every-
thing. We have on various occasions drawn attention to this error. But as it persists, it is
necessary once and for all to deprive it of any shadow of an excuse for subsisting. The error
consists in talking as though in the Spanish question there were " two parties ". Valencia and
Burgos or Salamanca are employed as synonymous expressions for capitals containing two
Governments, neither of which can be unilaterally satisfied without provoking the other.
I think there can be no question that for those States Members of the League that do not wish
to commit the same breach of international law and of the Covenant as has been perpetrated
by the Governments recognising the rebels, there is no Government in Spain other than that
which I represent here. Moreover, to-day, as we have constantly pointed out, the other
party " is not this or that Spanish ex-general, whom I donot even think it worth while to name.
The " other party ", if you wish to reduce the problem to personal terms, is Mussolini and
Hitler. At least, let us be honest enough not to misrepresent the facts. A better sense of
geographical realities would, doubtless, help to put the Spanish question in its proper perspec-
tive. We should certainly understand each other better if, instead of talking about Valencia
and Salamanca or Burgos, we spoke of Spain, Gelmany and Italy.

It is from the latter- quarter that the most conclusive proofs of aggression have come.
In order to prove the existence of aggression, I need only confine myself to those German
and Italian sources which are of such .exceptional authority here that they are beyond all
discussion

The speech of the German Chancellor and President on January 20th, 1937, in which he
declared that his Government was " ready to do everything necessary to help restore order in
Spain ".

The speech of the Duce in Palermo on August oth, in which he announced " Let it be
said in the most cateical manner that we shall not tolerate Bolshevism or anything like it
in the Mediterranean".

The radiogram sent on March I 3th, 937, from Palma de Malorca, to the representative
of the rebels in Rome, requesting that the order for the transfer of Admiral Yachino be cancelled,
since his " excellent work in Palma de Mallorca, in view of its importance as a naval and airbase,
makes it necessary that he should continue his activities there ".

The log and staff records found after the sinking of the Espana, which give proof of the
enrolment on board that battleship of " German experts "from December on.

The official Italian documents regarding the part played by Italian troops in the capture
of Malaga.

The order of General Mancini, in command of the Littorio Volunteer Division, issued from
Arcos on March iith, 1937, in paragraph 5 of which, referring to the moral of his troops, he
says: 

"One easily succeeds by talking to them constantly, without ever missing an oppor-
tunity to make political allusions, and by continually reminding them of the Duce; the
Duce who works to make his country great; the Duce who has fought and striven for
the extermination of Communism; the Duce who desires this struggle and who, in this
stiuggle, watches their actions with a careful attention."

The telegram from the Duce to General Mancini, reproduced by the latter in his Order
of March 13th, I937, couched in the following terms :-

"On board the Pola, en route for Libya, I have received the communique of the great
battle which is at present being fought in the direction of Guadalajara. I am-following
the fortunes of the battle quite calmly, because I am certain that the fighting spirit and
the tenacity of our legionaries will break down the resistance of the enemy. To put the
international forces to rout will be a success of the highest order, even from the political
point of view. Tell the legionaries that I am following their action, hour by hour, and
that it will be crowned by, victory. Mussolini."

The order of the day voted on March 2nd, I937, by the Grand Fascist Council:

" The Grand Fascist Council expresses its solidarity with Nationalist Spain and salutes
the armed forces of Franco, whose victory will mark the end of all Bolshevik attempts in
the West, and the beginning of a new era of power and social justice for the Spanish-people,
united to the Italian people by age-old bonds of language, religion and history. "

To which General Mancini adds on his own account the following comment :

" The Grand Fascist Council, when sending this greeting, always remembers the
50o,o000o comrades in Spain who are fighting for the flags and the glory of the Littorio."

The orders appearing in the Italian Official Gazette, extending to the volunteers in Spain
the same privileges as are enjoyed by those who are mobilised or who volunteer for East
Africa. . ... 
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The official communique' given in Rome on the evening of August 27th, 1937 reproducing
the order of the day of the Chief of General Staff of the Volunteer Militia for National Security,
in which, with reference to the taking of Santander by Italian troops, the " solemn oath "
to the Duce was renewed, " always to be more worthy of our valiant comrades and to pledge
ourselves to win for the black insignia, already covered with imperial glory, both ancient and
modern, further laurels and more splendid victories ".

The statements of Ambassador Grandi in the London Committee ; the harangue delivered
by the Italian General Sandro Piazonni to the " Black Arrows " unit on the eve of the final
attack on Santander; the telegram of General Teruzzi, inspector of the "Black Shirts " in
Spain; the texts quoted by the first delegate of Spain in his speech to the Assembly.
Need I continue ?

The free peoples of the world are waiting impatiently for the end of this humiliating
situation created by the terrorism of the two Powers whose lust for hegemony is mainly
nourished by the weakness of others. To deprive the two-headed monster, who appears to
want to declare war on the whole of Europe, of the possibility of continuing such blackmailing
activities, before a world rightly horrified by the memory of the great tragedy of 1914, is the
best service that can be rendered to-day to the cause of peace.

If the democratic countries declare their collective decision before it is too late, peace
will be preserved; neither Germany nor Italy, nor the two together, will dare to start a European
war. In one or two years it may be too late. Those who know that best are of course the
aiders and abettors of the present disorders. That is why they are straining every nerve
to intimidate those who would never tolerate the present dilatory policy if they were not afraid
that a more energetic policy on the part of their own Government would result in their finding
themselves in the firing-line. If things are allowed to go on drifting as hitherto, public
opinion in the peace-loving and democratic countries will one day turn in anger on those who
have condemned it to impotence and humiliation, because they lacked the insight or the courage
to perceive that behind this threat of a general war, which is continually being exploited by the
so-called totalitarian States, and which is the real axis of their foreign policy, there is nothing
but the most gigantic blackmail known to history.

States do not go to war in Europe with soldiers who detest the regime for the glory of which
they are called upon to die. The two thousand Italians who, paradoxical as it may seem, began
to taste freedom only after we took them prisoner at Brihuega, and whom numerous foreign
visitors have seen and spoken to near Valencia, are the best proof of the fact that the heads
of these States will have to think twice before confronting the armed forces of democracy on
a grand scale. Every one of those prisoners, after being with us for a few months, vies with
our Republican soldiers in anti-Fascist fervour. They read with avidity the papers and books
which are given them at their request.

I invite those of my colleagues who display such a lofty concern for the humanisation of
war, to come and see for themselves how we treat the Italian prisoners. It would even be
desirable that they should supplement their information by afterwards studying how the
prisoners from our side are being treated, particularly those who belonged to the former
International Brigade-the only genuine foreign volunteers-if any of them are still alive in the
rebel zone. No, in such conditions it is no light-hearted matter to enter a European war.
Nor do States enter a war, to quote the German General von Fritsch, with bread-cards, although
usually when the war is over, there is even no more bread to exchange for cards.

What is happening now is that by means of a series of partial aggressions and a graduated
plan of invasion, positions are being taken for the great day when war will begin. If that is
allowed to go on, then indeed the aggressors may march forward at their ease to the great
war sure of victory. To-day it is Spain. To-morrow it will be some other country which,
according to these guardians of European civilisation, shows symptoms of incipient or potential
"Bolshevisation ", symptoms which they themselves diagnose and measure and use as a
pretext for carrying the ideological crusade to its logical conclusion, combining with spiritual
conquests the seizing of naval, air and military bases of the highest strategic value. M. Litvi-
noff gave a caustic description of those defenders of our civilisation in his admirable speech
the other day.'

There is only one way of stopping the disturbers of the peace in their frenzied course.
That way is to end the policy of temporising with the aggressor, and take one's stand resolutely
on international law. Probably some will think this proposal the height of folly. There are
Members of the League who undoubtedly would like to go on believing in the League, but find
that they have used up all their store of simple faith in trying to please and conciliate the enemy
instead of placing it at the service of our common duties. They contemplate the Covenant
sadly as a kind of prayer-book of a collective security that is not of this world. They think
with a kind of Christian resignation that since nothing can be done to the aggressor it is better
to fraternise with him.

I am sorry I cannot follow those whose attitude towards aggression is one of ecstatic
meditation. It will never be with our approval or complicity that the League of Nations will
fall into the pit to which its enemies would like to lead it, or those of its friends who feel so
tenderly for its impotence that they have no desire to do anything effective to strengthen its
authority. If the hopes, once entertained and still cherished, that through the League

1 See Official Journzal, Special Supplement No. i69, page 79.
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peace might really be defended, are so far doomed to disappointment for reasons of which we
are all aware, then at least let us spare the League the indignity of sheltering the aggressor.

The search for and determination of the aggressor, was, it will be remembered, one of the
chief aims of the League in its better days. But here is a case now-that of Spain-where the
aggressor defines himself and in his arrogance publicly advertises his crime. In his last speech,
the Spanish Prime Minister showed the Assembly a number of the Popolo d'Italia in which the
aggressor said, " Here I am," and in case anyone doubted his assertion, publishedhisphotograph.
It is unfortunate for those who pride themselves on being past masters in the art of avoiding
difficult situations, that they have to-day to deal with an aggressor who stands up and faces
them, though nothing would make them so happy as a little discretion on the part of the law-
breaker so as to allow them to exhibit a careless ignorance of the unpleasant facts. No; this
time it is no use trying to avert one's eyes. After the statement I have just made, confirmed
by the cynical pleasure which the authors take in acknowledging their deeds, the word
" aggression " will remain written in gigantic and indelible letters on the four walls of the
Assembly.

Faced by the irrefutable fact of aggression, the least that the Assembly can do is to
recognise the fact and to put an end to a situation in which the aggressor is given every facility
for consummating his crime, whereas obstacles of all kinds are piled up against the legitimate
defence. If the League of Nations, for reasons the origin and nature of which I will not analyse
here, is not able to give the State, victim of aggression, the active help to which it is entitled
under the Covenant, at least let it not commit the iniquity of denying the victim what he needs
for independent self-defence.

What has been the result for over a year of the policy of non-intervention which was
carried on outside the Covenant, and in disregard of international law ? A complete failure.
And at the same time, however cruel and unjust it may sound to those who thought that they
were nobly safeguarding peace through this policy, it has placed a premium on aggression.
It has prolonged the civil war.

We have no desire to subject this policy to criticism, a criticism which may now seem out
of place and out of date. After what was said in the Assembly by the delegates of France and
the United Kingdom,l we might have remained silent, did we not suspect that in some quarters
a desperate attempt is now being made to combine with the funeral orations to non-intervention
vague hopes of resurrecting its corpse. That is a threat to the new policy that was just
beginning to make itself felt.

Since it is still asserted that non-intervention has saved peace, I am obliged to maintain
our contention that observance of the Covenant would have prevented the constant dangers
that have characterised this long period of international irresponsibility in which the nations
have been hovering every day on the brink of disaster, and in which no one but the aggressor
States knows where we are going; in addition, it would have made it possible to end the war
in Spain in two months.

This affirmation of mine would clearly be no more cogent than the other, if I could not
point to all the blood that has been unnecessarily spilt in my country as a consequence of
this disastrous policy, to the endless series of breaches of the obligations entered into outside
the Covenant (I have given you only a few examples to-day, but I have on this table definite
proofs ready to refute any objections raised), to such a series of outrages and attacks in the
Mediterranean that the protagonists of non-intervention, feeling their own vital interests
directly threatened, were compelled to return to the policy of collective security, though
hitherto they have applied it only half-way, and have unjustly excluded the Mediterranean
Power that has suffered most from the attacks of the Italian Navy. Finally, I point to the
atmosphere of general aggressiveness that is rapidly spreading from one continent to another,
a headlong competition between the aggressors in the Far East and in Europe as to who can
go fastest and furthest in applying the law of might. In fact, one year of non-intervention
has helped to produce the situation admirably described by President Roosevelt in his recent
Commemoration Address on the I5oth Anniversary of the Constitution of the United States:
" Fear is spread throughout the world; fear of aggression, fear of invasion, fear of revolution,
fear of death ".

I know that to abandon the policy of non-intervention will be hard for those who in good
faith hoped that it would bear better fruit, as also for those who, careless whether it would
stop the war or not, were charmed with it because it seemed to hold the balance between two
ideologies. Not to take sides would evidently be a highly respectable attitude if there were
not another factor in the situation that excludes neutrality. There can be no neutrality
with regard to the Covenant. Either you accept the Covenant and obey it, or you disregard
it and betray it. Every Member of the League is of course perfectly entitled not to desire
to take sides in a conflict between two ideologies although, as has been sufficiently shown in
the case of Spain, such an attitude is futile and merely allowed the aggressor to do as he liked.
But there is one ideology to which all of us here are committed-that is, the ideology of the
Covenant.

Are the obligations of the Covenant not binding on the States represented here which
maintain normal relations with the Spanish State ? Can anyone deny that the sending of
arms, ammunition and whole divisions to the rebels constitutes a scandalous violation of
international law, and that the public and repeated declarations of the Italian and German
Governments regarding their policy in Spain constitute a threat to our territorial integrity
and our political independence ? Is it not a fact that to continue in these circumstances to

1 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 169, pages 59 and 62.
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deprive the Spanish Government of its indisputable right to buy arms and ammunition in
order to defend itself against invasion, makes the parties concerned, willy-nilly, accessories
atter the fact to the aggression committed by Germany and Italy and is also entirely in
contravention of the obligations embodied in Article Io of the Covenant ?

In the debate on the Secretary-General's report in the Assembly, things have at last
been called by their right names. The enemies of peace have been unmasked. Let the
Assembly, in deciding the question raised by the Spanish delegation, not destroy its prestige
irreparably by throwing the cloak of complicity over the aggressors. I will now put a concrete
question, more particularly to the two Governments which have taken the initiative in the
policy of non-intervention: I ask them whether, in view of the magnitude and gravity of the
constant violations of the Non-Intervention Agreement, a gravity which is summed up in
the fact that non-intervention has failed to prevent the presence in Spain of a regular Italian
army of occupation, in view of this fact, do the French Government and the Government of
the United Kingdom consider that the Non-Intervention Agreement ought to continue to be
the international law applicable to the situation in Spain ?

Everything I have said justifies the Spanish delegation in insisting that the problem
to which we have drawn the Assembly's attention can be solved only on the basis of the five
proposals made by the first delegate of Spain, M. Negrin, in his speech. These five proposals
all lead back to one and the same thing: the urgent necessity, once the system of so-called
non-intervention has collapsed of its own inefficiency, of reverting to international law.

The Assembly cannot, without shutting its eyes to obvious facts and risking the very
raison d'etre of the League of Nations, shirk the duty to recognise that the special legal regime,
set up under the name of non-intervention, has never had and does not to-day possess any
practical efficacy.' The Assembly should, in consequence; declare that the Members of the
League are under an obligation, as stated in the preamble to the Covenant, to establish in their
relations with the Spanish Government "the understandings of international law as the
actual rule of conduct among Governments ".

The Spanish Government does not consider it necessary to ask for more, but it cannof
accept less. No one can accuse us of going too far in our demands. Not only are they
justified and reasonable, but they are well within the limits of the Covenant.

Either the Assembly identifies itself with the thesis of the aggressor States that consider
their aggression compatible with a system of non-intervention and with the Covenant, or else
the Assembly recognises that non-intervention is but a fiction. In that case, it is bound to
pronounce in favour of the re-establishment with regard to Spain of the ' understandings ot
international law" and the stipulations of the Covenant itself.

The proposals made by the first delegate of Spain oblige the Assembly to choose between
those two alternatives. The Government and the people of: Spain, who have to make immense
sacrifices, await the decisions of the Assembly with confidence. But let there be no mistake;
the decision taken by this Assembly can vitally affect the essential interests of the..whole
League, and with it all the highest moral values of humanity and the future of world peace.

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

NINTH MEETING.

Held on Tuesday, September 28th, I937, at 3.I5 p.m.

Chairman: M. SANTOS (Colombia).

31. Situation in Spain and Cognate Questions: General Discussion (continuation).

M. DELBOS (France).-I had intended to contribute to this discussion an outline of the
problems which, in the French Government's opinion, have been engendered by the continua-
tion of the Spanish conflict. The declarations made to the Committee yesterday oblige me
to alter slightly the character of my remarks, for questions have been asked to which Imust
give a reply.

I shall do so with the sympathy felt by the French Republic for a cause which rests on
the ideas and principles forming the foundation of Western democracy, and I shall be careful
to say nothing which would in any way prejudice the international position of the Spanish
Government. I must, however, explain the principles underlying the policy which the French
Government initiated in the interests of Europe, and which it does not propose to abandon.

I fully recognise the force and eloquence of M. Alvarez del Vayo's speech, but if we are
to review the policy hitherto followed we must consider the situation as a whole.
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When, in agreement with the United Kingdom Government, the French Government
invited the European Powers to give a joint undertaking of non-intervention, why was this
step welcomed all over Europe as a guarantee of peace ? The reason is that, a year ago
already, all Europe realised how important it was to prevent Spain from becoming the theatre
of an increasing number of conflicting interventions. It was realised that, if intervention
and counter-intervention clashed, the result would be a " regular war by proxy " and that it
might lead sooner or later to a general conflict.

The rebellion assumed extensive proportions from the very beginning and there was no
longer any doubt that certain outside assistance was being or could be given to it.

The question, therefore, was not merely whether the regular Government of Spain would
or would not be able to obtain abroad certain war material which it lacked. The fundamental
question was whether it was reasonable and in accordance with the interests of peace and of
Spain itself to allow competition to develop in supplies which would be furnished from one side
or the other. Ideologies were already clashing ; were the peoples to meet in conflict also ?

In wishing to prevent all interference in the struggle which was rending Spain, and in
declaring that it was for the Spanish people alone to decide the form and nature of their
Government, far from violating any principle of the Covenant, we were fully respecting the
provisions of Article io regarding the political independence of States Members. If there is
anything which is beyond dispute, it is the fact that the policy of non-intervention, as it was
conceived, corresponded in principle to the strictest interpretation of the Covenant-that fact
was recognised by the Council of the League of Nations. In asking certain States, one of which
is no longer a Member of the League of Nations, to abstain from all interference in the Spanish
conflict we were strictly applying the Covenant.

There is a further point to be made. As a result of the policy of non-intervention the
peace of Europe has, notwithstanding a thousand threats and a thousand dangers, been
preserved up to the present. I understand M. Alvarez del Vayo's anxieties, identified as he is
with the heroic efforts of the Spanish Republic and broken-hearted at the sufferings of his
country. I understand also.his belief that the danger is perhaps only deferred. I, in turn,
would ask him to realise that the other European countries are equally anxious to ward off
immediate dangers. Time gained for peace is never gained in vain.

That said, I am well aware that it is clear-and here I fully agree with the Spanish
delegate-that the non-intervention undertakings were vitiated in their application. Serious
breaches have been committed, sympathies have been expressed, episodes in the struggle
have been celebrated outside Spain as national victories. As a result, the Spanish conflict
has been aggravated and a dangerous situation created. As I have already told the Assembly
on behalf of the French Government,l that situation must end. I said, and I repeat it, that
the policy of non-intervention must not be a mockery.

In saying that, I am not delivering what was yesterday called the "funeral oration of
non-intervention ". In the dangers which threaten this policy and with it, perhaps, European
peace, my Government finds additional reasons for taking firm and prompt action to see that
the obligations accepted are really and definitely observed by all, that the political independence
of Spain, the integrity of her territory and her dependencies, are -respected and kept free from
foreign control.

In full agreement with the United Kingdom Government and encouraged by the success
of the Nyon Conference, we intend in the near future to use every effort to make the observance
of the engagements contracted really genuine. We have already announced our intention
of shortly opening negotiations on this subject to which we are entitled to attach all the greater
importance inasmuch as their success is in the general interest. I am sure that we shall have
the sympathy and the assistance, if necessary, of the Governments here represented.

Our aim will not be to agree on decisions of principle, the enforcement of which would be
postponed indefinitely. The present equivocal situation, we all feel, cannot go on any longer.
The time has arrived for clear declarations, followed by practical achievements and guaranteed
by effective supervision. It would not be enough to protect Europe against the risk of new
breaches in the future; the essential need is to eliminate the consequences of past breaches,
wherever the responsibility for them lies. The withdrawal of the foreigners serving in Spain
is thus a matter of special urgency. It is not only essential in itself, but it has also a symbolical
value.

We must all desire the success of this effort and the French Government reckons on your
unanimous support. If the effort fails, the whole situation will inevitably have to be recon-
sidered. I trust that, realising their responsibility, all the Governments concerned will gauge
the danger and join in warding it off.

The problem is, therefore, not to condemn the breaches and defects which have to be
admitted, still less to allow those breaches and defects to be repeated. I ask the Committee
for its full support and for the support of the Governments represented on it in seconding the
efforts of those who do not yet despair of Europe and of. peace.

1 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. I69, page 59.
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Mr. ELLIOT (United Kingdom).-What I have to say can be said in a few words, though
the fact that these words are few in no way indicates a lack of appreciation, on the part of
His Majesty's Government, of the importance of the issue.

The Spanish delegation has invited a debate in this Committee on the general situation
in Spain. No one will question its right, and indeed its duty, to do so. It is most desirable
that the Assembly should not conclude its work without due consideration of this most urgent
and important problem. M. Alvarez del Vayo has in a powerful speech expressed the views
of his Government. Though he drew attention to the international implications, he naturally
looked at the problem from the Spanish angle. It is, however, necessary for us in this
Committee to take also into consideration a wider aspect, that of Europe.

Why, in fact, was the Non-Intervention Agreement initiated by the Government of
France ? Why was it warmly supported by His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom,
and later by other Governments ? Because the urgent and essential need was to prevent the
Spanish conflict from overflowing the borders of Spain and engulfing the whole of Europe.
That was the essential purpose of the Non-Intervention Agreement. M. Alvarez del Vayo
has quoted examples of cases in which the Agreement has, in fact, not been observed. Every-
one knows that there have been wide breaches of the Non-Intervention Agreement on both
sides. No one regrets this more than His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom,
which, for its own part, as everyone knows, has striven loyally to observe the Agreement.
It has never wavered in its belief that the affairs of Spain should concern the people of Spain
and no other nation. It is for the Spanish people to decide what form of Government they
desire. .

At the same time, while His Majesty's Government regrets deeply the breaches of the
Agreement which have occurred, it feels bound to point out that one great object for which
the Agreement was created has been achieved. War has not spread beyond the frontiers
of Spain. The great disaster of a local war has not become the even greater disaster of a general
war. That is a matter the importance of which must not be under-estimated, and it can, I
verily believe, be mainly put down to the existence of the Non-Intervention Agreement.

The Spanish delegate has urged that, whatever may have been the value of the policy
of non-intervention in the past, it has ceased any longer to have any reality. Let us frankly
recognise the gravity of the situation. Every day that passes without the breaches being
brought to an end, the Agreement, with all its advantages, becomes more difficult to maintain.
Should the breaches be intensified, from any quarter, the policy might be doomed. But I
cannot believe that it will be the view of my colleagues on the Committee that the value of
non-intervention, to Europe and the world, and not only to Spain, is past. What is the
alternative ? As the first delegate of the United Kingdom said in the plenary session of the
Assembly on September 2oth,l "if the policy of non-intervention is abandoned, Europe will
be swept into deeper and more dangerous waters". Let us, moreover, not assume that
the situation which we have seen during the last months become worse, cannot undergo any
change for the better. The Treaty of Nyon 2 has undoubtedly exercised a stabilising influence
in the international situation. It may be that we are entering on a better phase in inter-
national affairs, a phase which must have its reflection in the sphere of non-intervention.

We believe, indeed, that at the present moment the Mediterranean situation is easier than
it has been for some time past. In this belief I repeat, on behalf of His Majesty's Government
in the United Kingdom, the declaration which M. Delbos has already made for his own
Government, that we are even now using our best endeavours at Rome to ensure that the
present improvement is consolidated and used as the basis of further progress. This task,
no light one, is at present being actively pushed forward. Let us not choose this moment
to strike a blow at a policy which has served and, we believe, will still continue to serve the
cause of peace.

M. FABELA (Mexico).-After the speech of the Spanish Government's delegate, who has
given a clear and definite description of the external aggression suffered by Spain, and after
studying the various documents collected by the Spanish authorities from foreign soldiers
taking part in the international war now being waged in Spain, we are logically led to conclude,
unless we wish to hide the truth, that Spain is the victim of a war of aggression which must be
considered in the light of Article io of the League Covenant and subject to the obligations
arising therefrom.

This aggression, which the League of Nations did not prevent at the outset, has become an
illegitimate war, because it is being waged in violation, not only of the Covenant, but even
of the most elementary principles of international law, for, as Fiore has rightly pointed out,
"a state of war does not authorise acts of armed violence against all enemy nationals or the
doing of damage to their persons or property". In the case of Spain, however, foreign soldiers
have bombarded open towns by land, by sea and from the air, with the single object of securing
by force and terror the triumph of a political ideology which they have no right to impose
outside their own country.

May I also recall Article I of the Treaty of Paris, in which "' the High Contracting Parties
solemnly declare in the names of their respective peoples that they condemn recourse to
war for the solution of international controversies and renounce it as an instrument of inter-
nationtal policy in their relations with one another "

'See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 169, page 64.
See OfFcial Journal, August-September 1937, page 669.
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In the case of Spain, the very purpose of aggression is to serve as an instrument of
national policy, for it aims at setting up a political regime, on which, of course, we are not called
to pass an opinion, which is not in accordance with the desires of the Spanish people. The
Spanish people, and they alone, must choose the political regime which suits them.

In order to reply to those who think that Article io of the Covenant is inapplicable, as
the external aggression is not absolutely proved seeing that the invading soldiers are simply
volunteers and not members of a regular army, it is necessary to analyse the facts and causes
in order to draw correct conclusions.

I can assert without fear of contradiction that there exists in Spain a foreign army fully
staffed with senior officers of the same nationality. The documents laid before the Council
and communicated to the members of the Committee show how that army is composed,
commanded, paid for, etc. The other day, from the Assembly platform, the Prime Minister
of the Spanish Government showed us certain newspapers containing portraits of some of the
leaders of the foreign army fighting in Spain against the lawful Government.

They are volunteers, we are told. Admitting that for the moment, is it not a principle
of international law, universally recognised and endorsed by the 1933 Treaty of London, that
one of the acts constituting aggression consists in the " provision of support to armed bands
formed in its territory (i.e., in foreign territory) which have invaded the territory of another
State" ?

Though these Conventions are binding on a limited number of States only, this is a very
old principle of international law. We know that thousands of so-called volunteers who are
fighting the Spanish Government have been trained abroad. Is it imaginable that thousands
and thousands of " volunteers " can be " organised "-I stress the word " organised "-by
their own resources in one country to invade another without the help or protection of their
Government ? To accept that view would be tantamount to admitting that such a Govern-
ment exercises no authority or control over what is happening in the territory under its
jurisdiction. I believe that, in the present case, the contrary can be asserted.

Do the congratulations received by them from the highest authorities of their home
country not categorically emphasise the bonds uniting those combatants with their Govern-
ment ? If they were volunteers, would those congratulations not of themselves constitute
interference in the internal affairs of another State ?

Is it permissible for a soldier to leave his own country and serve in a foreign army without
his Government's consent ? Army regulations all over the world contain definite rules making
it an offence for soldiers to serve a foreign Government without official authorisation and
severely punishing such action.

Therefore, if it is to be admitted that the foreign soldiers fighting in Spain are volunteers
they would have to be regarded as having left their country illegally-that is to say, as offenders.
It is common knowledge, though, that these soldiers are not only not regarded as offenders,
but as heroes deserving the cordial congratulations of their Government. Consequently,
their acts are the acts of the Government and involve the latter's responsibility.

On this point, the Italian jurist Diena is categorical. He says:

"A State regarded as a legal personality can only act through the agency of its own
organs or officials, so that when the latter act within the limits of their duties or their
powers, their acts must be regarded as acts of the State.

" A State is internationally responsible-taken and considered as a whole-not
only for any acts committed by it in violation of the rights of another State, but also
for any acts done by its officials. 

It may perhaps be objected that Article io of the Covenant only applies when the purpose
of the external aggression is the total or partial conquest of another country's territory, or
the absorption of its sovereignty and that, so long as the aggressors are only pursuing a
political ideal in Spain, Article io cannot be invoked.

To any such objection I would reply that a country's territorial integrity is violated not
only when the aggression is conducted with a view to conquest, but also when it violates
national sovereignty, and as stated in the same article, " the political independence of States ".

Nor could it be otherwise. It is inadmissible that it should be necessary to wait for the
territory of a State to be split up and its political independence destroyed before deciding
whether there is external aggression. We consider it so logical to assimilate attack and
aggression that we deem it unnecessary to pursue the point.

In my Government's opinion, violation of territorial integrity begins simultaneously
with invasion and is independent of the final result of the latter.

I am sure that there is not one of us, whether he represents his Government or is merely
a simple citizen, who would not regard the invasion of his own country by a single foreign
soldier, volunteer or otherwise, as an infringement of its territorial integrity.

Let us now consider aggression from the standpoint of political independence.
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In our view, there is not the slightest doubt that an aggression is committed against
the political independence of Spain when, by interference in her internal affairs, support is
given to a faction which has rebelled against the constitutional Government, in order to secure
the triumph.of a particular ideology.

This aggression goes even farther and becomes more obvious when the Spanish nation
is denied the indisputable sovereign right of choosing its own political form of government,
for it has been announced urbi et orbi that there is a limit to this right and that neither the
Spanish people nor even the other Mediterranean peoples may fix that limit.

The Spanish delegate has summarised under five heads his Government's requests and I
wish to support those requests entirely on my own Government's behalf.

I have already referred to the first head. As regards the second, my Government thinks
that the League of Nations now has all the material for forming an opinion on the dispute
and for taking the necessary steps to restore peace.

Under the third head, the Spanish Government asks for the immediate restoration of its
right to acquire freely all war material which it thinks necessary; that request is perfectly
justified and legitimate. Article io of the Covenant obliges us not only " to respect
as against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing political independence
of all Members " but also to "preserve " them-that is to say, to follow, in addition to the
passive policy implicit in "respect ", a positive policy, for we cannot maintain justice by
refusing the Spanish Government the right and the means of defending itself against
unjustifiable external aggression.

Hitherto, the League of Nations has not fulfilled this obligation, because it thought, as the
Council said in its resolution of December I2th, 1936,' that the setting-up of a Committee of
Non-Intervention and the undertakings entered into in that connection arose out of the
principles of respect for territorial integrity and political independence, and the obligation
to refrain from intervening in the internal affairs of States. I-need not remind you of the
result of the undertakings given and the way in which they have been kept. At a recent
meeting of the Assembly, we noticed the bitter way in which very eminent speakers reviewed
the negative results obtained by that Committee.

We have always felt that the good intentions which led to the setting-up of the Non-
Intervention Committee did not correspond to the facts, for the rules of neutrality, even if
they could be imposed (which we do not admit) in the case of unjustifiable military rebellion,
cannot under the Covenant be applied when a Member of the League of Nations is the victim
of external aggression, as Spain was when the Non-Intervention Committee was established.

The statements made to the Assembly make it clear not so much that the ideal aimed at
has not been achieved as that it could not be achieved because of the difficulties raised by
conflicting interests and, therefore, that the procedure was useless. As, however,' that proce-
dure is still in force and as its survival prevents the enforcement of other useful measures
which would lead to the conclusion of peace, it is essential to do away with non-intervention
and to find other more equitable, more lawful and also more practical methods.

In heartily supporting the third request of the Spanish Government, I wish to pay a
tribute .to the spirit which has animated its conduct in this' question and to recall the.noble
words of President Azania: "We are told " he said, " that it would be better for international
peace if we were not too uncompromising, and we have compromised". It is our duty now,
as I said the other day at the Assembly, 2 to pay that debt, to repair that injustice and to prove
by a resolution based on international law and the Covenant that, not only do we appreciate
the real importance of the Spanish Government's noble gesture, but that, if necessary, we are
prepared to do our duty.

M. KOHT (Norway).-I must say that I cannot fully endorse the remarks of the speakers
who have preceded me. No one, I think, can evade the duty of giving his views on this
question for we must all take a stand on this serious problem of Spain. The League of
Nations cannot hold aloof or say that the question does not concern it. It does concern us all.
It directly concerns most of the Members of the League of Nations who have seen their trade
affected by the war; it concerns the League of Nations as a whole because of the dangers
which it presents for the peace of the whole world. The Covenant makes it the League of
Nations' duty to utilise all means at its disposal to put an end to war.

Hitherto, a policy of non-intervention has been adopted, which, I freely admit, has been
very valuable' from the international standpoint. The London Committee has acted as a
buffer and prevented the outbreak of serious conflicts directly between the European Powers.
It must, however, be admitted that this policy of non-intervention has not helped to pacify
Spain. It may perhaps be said.that that is because we have not been able to apply it comple-
tely. On this point, however, there is no disagreement-we all condemn the military inter-
vention of foreign nations in the civil strife in Spain.

Like all free and independent nations, Spain should have the right to decide on her own
constitution and her own political and social destiny. It is our hope and wish that all foreign
troops may immediately be withdrawn from Spanish territory. That, however, would be
merely a negative act. I note that in its resolution of May 29th last the Council expresses

1 See Official Jouronal, January 1937, page 18.
"See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 169, pages 68 and ro0.
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the hope 1 "that the early success of these efforts (to withdraw foreign troops from Spain)
will lead without delay to the cessation of the struggle and give the Spanish people the
possibility of deciding its own destiny ".

The Spanish delegation has tabled a draft resolution designed to achieve the purpose
aimed at by the Council. I myself could not vote for this proposal. In explanation of my
attitude I need only refer to the reasons given by the first delegate of France, which to my
mind are sufficient.

I must, however, add that, in my opinion, the League of Nations is not an instrument
of war; it is not an institution which should encourage strife and the continuation of warfare.
The League of Nations should always be an instrument of peace. During the general
discussion 2 I suggested positive action in favour of peace. Dissatisfied with the negative
action of withdrawing foreign troops from Spain, I felt that the League of Nations should help
the Spaniards to arrive at a peaceful solution of the conflict by trying, at least, to conclude
an armistice. In pursuance of such a recommendation, the Council would be asked to appeal
to the parties engaged in the civil war in Spain with a view to the cessation of hostilities, on
the understanding that, during such cessation, an effort would be made, with the help of the
League of Nations, to ascertain on what conditions the conflict could be peacefully settled.

Such action would not imply formal recognition of the rebel Government but would take

account of realities only. The reality which we now have before us is war and the remedy
for it is peace. I know that I am not the only one in this Assembly who thinks that it is a
necessity and the imperative duty of the League of Nations to undertake positive action on

behalf of peace. If the League of Nations could and would take such action, it would not only

do a great service to its own cause but even more, and above all, it could be said to have
deserved well of peace.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).--I shall limit myself to the practical
side of the problem. Let me first briefly recall the course of events. A handful of officers
and generals in Spain revolted against the legally constituted Government. No one here will
question the legality of the Spanish Government. What was the duty of other Governments
in such circumstances ? Obviously, in accordance with international law, it was to give no
help to the reoels against the lawful Government. Any help given to such rebels in the form

of supplies of arms, or, more particularly, of men, would be a flagrant breach of international
law. Recognition of the head of the rebels as the head of a new Spanish Government would
not improve the position. If that view is held any revolt or rebellion could be legalised by
simply stating that the rebels are henceforth the Government. Recognition of the rebels as a
Government is in itself intervention.

Other States, however, are fully entitled to have commercial dealings with the legal
Government of Spain and to supply that Government with anything, including munitions.
It is no breach of international law to supply the Spanish Government with arms. That is the
point of view which my Government took, but we were asked to adopt the policy of non-
intervention and to refuse supplies both to the rebels and the lawful Government. That was
really a breach of international law; at any rate it was a new interpretation of such law.

The Soviet Government was prepared to sacrifice its point of view in the interests of interna-
tional co-operation and the preservation of the peace of Europe and the world. Accordingly,
it accepted the proposal for non-intervention though it greatly doubted whether certain
Governments which had openly avowed their policy would observe their engagements.
Immediately after the signing of the Non-Intervention Agreement it became known to the

whole world that supplies were still being sent to the rebels. The Soviet Government
complained to the London Committee, and I am perfectly sure that had a commission been
appointed then to investigate the matter those breaches would have been proved. Instead,
the Committee decided to set up. a form of control which would make breaches practically
impossible. 

Control was of no use. There was a leakage, and certain Governments poured into Spain
four divisions of men with arms and munitions. No one, I think, can have any doubt that,

in that respect, non-intervention did not achieve its purpose. I agree, however, that it

achieved an object of much wider scope and greater importance-it preserved general peace.
I am not sure, however, that peace would have been broken if another policy more in conformity
with international law and justice had oeen adopted. Non-intervention has failed, and as a
result the rebels have received great assistance and been enabled to continue the war and
extend their power over large stretches of Spanish territory. The civil war has been prolonged
and the whole population exposed to the greatest cruelty and privation. War has been
avoided, but the interests of the Spanish people have been sacrificed. Could better results
not have been achieved by a different policy ?

I myself am firmly convinced that they could have been achieved if, as soon as we learned
that certain parties to the Agreement were not keeping their engagements, we had warned
those parties that supplies would be sent to the Spanish Government unless engagements
were strictly observed. Even if that threat had been only partially realised, and even if
we had only begun to send supplies to the Spanish Government, I feel certain that, as soon as

1 See Official Journal, May-June 1937, page 334.
' See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. I69, page 54'.
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it was realised that the Spanish Government would be supplied on a larger scale than the
rebels, the countries which prolonged the war by helping the rebels would have asked for a
strict application of non-intervention. If it had become obvious that for every aeroplane
sent to the rebels two aroplanes would be sent to thd the Spanish Government we would have
achieved our objective more speedily than by following the policy hitherto adopted. The
Spanish people would have been spared many cruelties and privations and Spanish independence
would have been saved. We should not have had the Spanish problem confronting us at
this year's Assembly because, had there been no foreign help and had the parties been left
to their own devices, the civil war would have come to an end in a few months' time.

The Soviet Government's objective was the same as that of the French, United Kingdom
and other Governments-to preserve peace and maintain the independence of the Spanish
people. It only differed slightly as to the best method of achieving that end. One policy
had been tried and proved unsuccessful. I suggest that we might find another method more
effective. If we try a different method I am sure we shall be able to preserve peace, a peace
based on justice, on the maintenance of international law and on the ideals of the League of
Nations.

M. ALVAREZ DEL VAYO (Spain).-I would like to reply briefly to te remarks made here
this afternoon, particularly by the delegates of France and the United Kingdom. In those
remarks, I seem to discern a great danger : the danger of wanting to maintaino further the fiction
of the policy ot non-intervention which has been daily violated for months past in the most
cynical fashion and on which I passed yesterday in this committee criticisms which no one
has so far been able to refute. I agree that, for a year past, all the Governments represented
on the London Committee which had loyally supported the policy of non-intervention have
done their best tor its observance and enforcement. During that year, the Spanish people,
which has suffered from an unheard-of form of international treatment and whose belief
in international co-operation has been constantly overstrained, has, in a spirit of sacrifice,
had to resign itself to seeing its most legitimate hopes deceived.

While the London Committee was deliberating, thousands and thousands of men who were
fighting in the trenches of liberty not only for the independence of Spain but also for the
general cause of justice and peace have fallen, admit it or not, as a result of the failure to secure
observance of non-intervention. If the matter only ended at the firing line I But whole
towns have been attacked by the berman and Italian air force. The scan idal of Guernica
was not an isolated case; it is constantly recurring in districts farthest away from the fight
where the civilian population is assassinated wholesale to the indignation of a whole people
which from the outset has been thoroughly loyal to the League of Nations.

You will understand, therefore, that it is difficult for the Spanish people to retain its
faith in collective security and the League of Nations when it sees its cause and its rights
ignored by those whose duty it is to put an end to the aggression.

We are asked to wait for a further period to see whether, by means which cannot be
defined, a miracle will be effected and non-intervention become a reality. The situation
in Spain, the sufferings of the Spanish people and above all, the requirements of justice, will
no longer allow of the slightest delay, unless the new attempts are based on a more reliable
foundation than hitherto. The basis on which we wish to place the Spanish problem, after the
failure of the policy of non-intervention, is its natural and certain basis, the only firm and real
basis-that of the League of Nations, respect for the Covenant an a return to international
law.

I must say that I have been rather disappointed to hear an argument which facts have
proved to be wrong being brought forward again-that the struggle in Spain is nothing but a
mere local conflict. Is the presence of entire Italian divisions among the forces of aggression
which are in various ways devastating our country, to be regarded as merely adding a note
of local colour to the conflict ? What is the use of drawing artificial distinctions and quibbling
about facts ? The struggle in Spain is nothing other than an international war waged on
Spanish soil.

It has even proved impossible to localise the war. When ships are sunk in the Black Sea
can it still be claimed that non-intervention has keptd the frontiers of Spain ?

We have, of course, no objection to any of the efforts made to put an end to such a
situation. We sincerely trust that those efforts will be completely successful. If, however,
it is desired that the new policy to be followed in the so-called Spanish conflict should be
successful, if it is not to become a mere fiction again, if it is not, against its promoters' wishes,
to give the aggressor more time to let him increase his armed forces and give the rebels even
greater assistance, the first thing to be done is to recognise the mistakes committed and follow
an entirely different policy.

Furthermore, the efforts referred to here, which we welcome and for which we are grateful
to you, are not incompatible with a return to international law. Pending the achievement
of a positive result, there is nothing to prevent Governments which have signed the Covenant
from discharging the obligations imposed on them by that instrument in their international
relations with the lawful Spanish Government, and which, as I said yesterday, are clearly laid
down in the preamble to our basic charter.
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This is a problem which interests you all. None of those here present, who in spirit
are still loyal to the Covenant, can find any excuse for not taking a stand. None of you can
reconcile his silence on the Spanish question with his international obligations.

I fully realise that my words may sound bitter, but I am speaking to-day as I spoke
yesterday, without any intention to offend anyone. Though my country has suffered terrible
injustice, I do not want to be unjust to anyone else.

I know how deeply the noble desire to avoid war weighed at the outset with the iprotagonists
of non-intervention. I cannot now agree that, in spite of its failure, that policy has, as is
claimed, borne any fruit. If the results of non-intervention are to be correctly estimated,
the problem must be visualised from an historical standpoint. If, in July and August 1936,
the Spanish Government could, as was its right, have had the necessary material for suppressing
the rebellion, it would have been put down in six weeks. That would not only have spared
thousands and thousands of human lives but it would also have saved Europe a whole year
of constant anguish, every day of which has been haunted by the fear that peace would inevitably
collapse amid a fearful, universal conflagration.

Nothing has been done to localise the war which the Spanish people has not furthered
by making immense sacrifices to the general cause of peace and by something more than
declarations-its blood and sufferings. While the London Committee thought it compatible
with the gravity of the Spanish situation to postpone from week to week the examination or
the solution of the questions raised, the Spanish people saw the invasion and destruction of its
territory grow daily in extent, protected by the fullest international impunity. While the
ambassadors of totalitarian States on the London Committee succeeded by their manceuvres
in constantly delaying a decision on the withdrawal of non-Spanish combatants, fresh Italian
forces were being landed in the rebel ports.

For a whole month, Bilbao was sacrificed to the most inhuman air attacks waged, not by
rebel aeroplanes, but by the German air force, resolved to conquer the heroic Basques by force
of machine-guns. By making the most consummate use of the theories, of totalitarian warfare,
a new form of tactics is being added to the terror of war: the people of Spain are to be subdued
by hunger. If they had only been content to sink vessels loaded with food! But attacks have
even been made on ships full of children whom international generosity was trying to rescue
from the barbarous invaders. To-day, in the Asturias, though they have few means of defence
and no bread or grain, the population is gloriously fighting the aggressor. It is the only party,
however, which can boast of doing so. It might, like the rest of Spain which cant do, is still loyal, have
hoped that, as a Member of the League of Nations, something other than the heroism of its
fighters would protect it against aggression and injustice.

For more than a year the whole Spanish nation, in its flesh and its very soul more even
than in its losses by death, has felt this immense international injustice. The whole nation
stands behind me as I ask at this last hour for justice to be done and the Covenant and the
law to be obeyed. You cannot deny that to Spain or to the conscience of the world without
sacrificing not merely a State Member of the League of Nations but also the ideal which we
hold in common, the ideal of this institution and of peace for which we are fighting in this war
which we have neither asked for nor provoked, and which we are the first to condemn.

M. PFLtGL (Austria).-After listening to arguments which I cannot endorse, it is with
some relief that I have heard the words of wisdom uttered by the delegates of France and the
United Kindgom. If the danger threatening the peace of Europe is considered to be a result
of the Spanish civil war which has developed so widely and lasted so long, it may be said that
there is no nation which does not owe a debt of gratitude to those great Powers for their
constant endeavour to prevent the theatre of war from widening. That, I think should also
be the endeavour of the League of Nations.

It is not for me to detain you, but I do not wish that in this discussion, which is taking
place in the absence of other peoples concerned, the silence naturally observed by me should
be interpreted as an unconditional endorsement of all that has been said here.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland).-I do not wish to prolong this discussion. Indeed, it is
unnecessary to stress further the divergencies of views which separate us on the objective of
the League of Nations and its duty as regards this unhappy Spanish problem.

The wise remarks made here by the delegates of France and the United Kingdom, and
the view so authoritatively expressed by the first delegate of Norway, are endorsed by my own
delegation. We must take a broad view and weigh all the consequences of our acts and do
nothing which, instead of appeasing the conflict, would merely widen its scope. The r61e
of the League of Nations in all ideological disputes is necessarily limited. It must respect
the procedure adopted and not increase confusion in the world by creating overlapping orga-
nisations and forms of procedure.

The idea of waging a crusade must also be definitely eliminated, for that would be an end
of the League of Nations. I do not think in any case that poor Spain would gain much if the

5
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collapse of the policy of non-intervention were proclaimed. That could only prolong the strife
on Spain's own soil. I have no doubt that the political commonsense of the Assembly and a
sense of the responsibility which we have towards our own countries and the League of Nations
as a form of international co-operation will restrain us from adopting methods which are
contrary to the ideal to which all our efforts should be directed-the restoration of peace.

M. DE VELICS (Hungary).-The Hungarian Government and nation are as sincerely desirous
as any other nation that the bloody strife which is rending the Spanish nation should end at
the earliest possible moment and that, meanwhile, the conflict should be circumscribed. To
achieve this object, the efforts made by the Powers directly concerned and the contacts which
have just recently been effected are, in the Hungarian delegation's opinion, much more useful
and appropriate than any declaration or resolution which would merely envenom the atmosphere
further and increase the general anxiety.

I confine myself to these brief remarks as I am most anxious that my silence should not be
interpreted as acquiescence in all the arguments here advanced as to the role and intentions
of third powers in Spain, the more so as those Powers are absent for what they regard as cogent
reasons.

32. Situation in Spain and Cognate Questions : Appointment of a Drafting Committee.

On the proposal of the Chairman, the Committee decided to appoint a Drafting Committee
to prepare a draft resolution which would take account of the requests made by the Spanish
delegation, the various views expressed and the situation as a whole. This Committee, which
would be presided over by the Chairman of the Sixth Committee, would include the delegates
of the following countries : Argentine Republic, United Kingdom, France, Mexico, Norway,
Poland, Spain, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Yugoslavia.

TENTH MEETING.

Held on Thursday, September 30th, I937, at 7 p.m.

Chairman: M. SANTOS (Colombia).

33. Situation in Spain and Cognate Questions: Examination and Adoption of the
Draft Resolution proposed by the Drafting Committee.

The CHAIRMAN submitted the draft resolution prepared by the Drafting Committee in
accordance with the decision taken by the Sixth Committee at its ninth meeting. He pointed
out that the text was the result of very laborious efforts made at three meetings of the Drafting
Committee to reconcile extremely conflicting views. It read as follows:

"The Assembly

" () Associates itself with the Council in recalling that it is the duty of every State
to respect the territorial integrity and political independendce of other States-a duty
which, for Members of the League of Nations, has been recognised bof the Covenant ;

" (2) Affirms that every State is under an obligation to refrain from intervening in. the
internal affairs of another State;

" (3) Recalls the special undertakings entered into by the European Governments,
and the London Non-Intervention Committee which, in the intention of the countries to
whose initiative it owes its origin, was set up for the purpose of restricting the Spanish
conflict and thereby safeguarding peace in the rest of the world;

" (4) Regrets that not merely has the London Non-Intervention Committee failed,
despite the efforts of the majority of its Members, of which the Assembly expresses its
appreciation, to secure the withdrawal of non-Spanish combatants taking part in the
struggle in Spain, but that it must to-day be recognised that there are veritable foreign
army corps on Spanish soil, which represents foreign intervention in Spanish affairs;

" (5) Observes that the Council in its resolution of May 29 th last justly described this
withdrawal as ' the most effective remedy for a situation, the great gravity of which,
from the standpoint of the general peace, it feels bound to emphasise, and the most certain
means of ensuring the full application of the policy of non-intervention';

" (6) Sincerely trusts that the diplomatic action recently initiated by certain Powers
will be successful in securing the immediate and complete withdrawal of the non-Spanish
combatants taking part in the struggle in Spain;
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"(7) Appeals to the Governments, which must all be animated by the desire to see
peace maintained in Europe, to undertake a new and earnest effort in this direction;

" And notes that, if such a result cannot be obtained in the near future, the Members
of the League which are parties to the non-intervention agreement will consider ending
the policy of non-intervention;

" (8) Requests the Council, in view of the provisions of Article ii of the Covenant of
the League, to follow attentively the development of the situation in Spain and to seize
any opportunity that may arise for seeking a basis for a pacific solution of the conflict."

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State), on behalf of the Irish delegation, said that he could
only accept the draft resolution if the second sub-paragraph in paragraph 7 were deleted.
The object of the Sixth Committee was to try, if possible, to secure peace in Spain, or, if that
were impossible, to maintain peace in Europe and prevent the conflict from spreading to other
countries. He fully agreed with the remarks made at the previous meeting by the heads of
the French and United Kingdom delegations, but strongly felt that there should be no
suggestion in the Committee's resolution of any threat, such as the sub-paragraph in question
seemed to him to contain.

Mr. de Valera had a further objection to the suggestion in the same sub-paragraph that
all States Parties to the non-intervention agreement were prepared to take certain action if the
foreign troops in Spain were not withdrawn. He must emphasise that the policy of the
Government of the Irish Free State would always remain oe of non-intervention. His
Government must refuse to be a party to any commitment, much less anity threat, that its
attitude would be changed if the efforts at present being made to secure the withdrawal of the
troops referred to broke down.

He must therrefore repeat, on behalf of his Government that, whatever might happen in
future as regards the departure of foreign troops from Spanish territory, the Irish Free State
would continue to pursue the policy of non-intervention as the best policy for the Spanish
nation and for the peace of Europe generally.

M. DELBOS (France) assured the Irish delegate that both the French and United Kingdom
delegations had accepted the draft resolution as embodying the views expressed in the previous
speeches to which Mr. de Valera had alluded. A careful study of the wording of the sub-
paragraph to whic the Irish delegate had objected ought to dissipate all fear that it implied
anything in the nature of a threat. The term " consider " would not lent itself, in his view,
to any such interpretation, and did not bind a State to take any action whatsoever. The
Irish Free State would always be free to maintain its policy of non-intervention.

M. DE VELICS (Hungary) fully realised that the draft resolution was a compromise achieved
at the cost of considerable effort. As, however, he had only just received the text, he had
not had time to consult his Government and must therefore reserve his attitude on the subject.

Subject to the above remarks, he proposed to comment on one or two points which a
cursory perusal of the text suggested to him. He noted from the explanation given by the
delegate of France that the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 7 involved no obligation.
M. de Velics would have interpreted it more categorically and he would therefore like to stress
the impossibility of Governments indicating at the present moment what their attitude regard-
ing non-intervention would be in any given emergency. His own suggestion would be to word
the passage in question somewhat as follows " . . certain States might consider ending
the policy of non-intervention ".

Further, in paragraph 4, he suggested that, if the Committee wished to be quite impartial,
the concluding sentence should be amended to read " . . it must to-day be recognised
that there are on both sides veritable armed corps on Spanish soil . . . "

M. PFLtGL (Austria) seconded the amendment proposed by the Hungarian delegate for
paragraph 4, and suggested the insertion, in addition, of the word " tout " before "le territoire
espagnol" in the French text. He further supported the proposed amendment to replace

army corps " by " armed corps 

Dr. GIE (Union of South Africa) was in a difficult position, as he had only just received
the text of the draft resolution. The Union of South Africa strongly supported the policy
of non-intervention but had had no opportunity to consider how far that attitude was reflected
in the draft text submitted or what its implications were. He would not oppose the resolution,
but must reserve judgment in order to give his Government an opportunity of expressing its
opinion.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the paragraphs of the draft resolution might be discussed
separately.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) demurred to the Chairman's proposal.
The crux of the draft resolution was contained in the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 7.
That paragraph had been discussed at great length in the Drafting Committee and it was only
as a result of mutual concessions that the present text had finally been adopted. If agreement
could not be reached in the Sixth Committee on this point, it would be impossible to adopt the
resolution and quite superfluous to discuss the other paragraphs.
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Replying to the remarks of the Hungarian delegate regarding paragraph 4, M. Litvinoff
would point out that the Committee could not accept the insertion in that paragraph of any-
thing which misrepresented the actual facts of the situation, and it was notorious that regular
army corps were only to be found on one of the opposing sides in Spain.

Mr. ELLIOT (United Kingdom) agreed with the last speaker on the inadvisability of discus-
sing the draft resolution paragraph by paragraph in view of the minute care with which every
line-not to say every word-of the text submitted had been discussed in the Drafting
Committee. He did not deny, of course, the right of any delegation to criticise or amend
the draft resolution, but suggested that it would be a most difficult task for a large Committee
to try to redraft a lengthy document which had already been so laboriously discussed by a
smaller Committee. The discussion should therefore be confined preferably to the draft
resolution as a whole. With a little goodwill, he believed that its general lines could be
approved and a satisfactory final draft sent forward to the Assembly.

M. DE FIGUEIREDO (Portugal) said that the Portuguese delegation could not accept the
concluding sentence in paragraph 4, which contained both a statement of fact and an affirmation
of principle. The former had not been proved and he was unable to accept the latter.

M. POURITCH (Yugoslavia), speaking as a member of the Drafting Committee, pointed out
that the resolution proposed was the result of a compromise achieved after very lengthy
discussion and after full consideration of the various conflicting views expressed. He did
not think that any better text could have been produced.

Referring to the complaint that the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 7 contained a
threat, he would point out that the paragraph began with an appeal, and that the second
sub-paragraph was merely a statement of fact and did not imply either a menace or an obliga-
tion on any party to discontinue non-intervention. It was really designed, in his view, to
reinforce the appeal made to Governments in the previous paragraph. In view of the
extremely difficult task which the Drafting Committee had assumed, he considered that the
draft resolution proposed should be approved by the Committee.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) announced that his delegation accepted the draft resolution as it
stood.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) fully realised that, as agreement had finally been
achieved in the Drafting Committee, every effort should be made to secure a similar result in
the plenary body. He must, however, take the text as it stood, and, whatever fine distinctions
might be implicit in the French text of paragraph 7, as M. Delbos seemed to suggest, he could
only maintain that the present wording of the English text of the second sub-paragraph
certainly implied the inclusion of the Irish Free State among the parties which would consider
ending the policy of non-intervention. That, however, was what he was definitely anxious
to avoid. If the implication was that certain States only would take the action suggested,
the text ought to make this perfectly clear. Neither here nor in the Assembly could he accept
the resolution as at present worded.

M. DELBOS (France) felt that a draft resolution reflecting the various conflicting views
voiced in a representative Drafting Committee deserved a certain amount of respect. He could
assure those who entertained apprehensions as to the real import of paragraph 7 that the pur-
pose of the text submitted was not to end the policy of non-intervention but to restore it.
There could be no doubt that, at the present moment, the policy of non-intervention was
not being respected, and the purpose of the text was to ensure its observance. The draft
resolution referred to negotiations which had been initiated with that end in view. Those
negotiations should, he thought, be encouraged, and the best encouragement would be the
endorsement by the Sixth Committee of the present draft resolution, the implicit aim of
which was to stop any form of intervention in the Spanish conflict. If those negotiations
failed, or were not pursued, there was a risk of an explosion, or, at any rate, of serious compli-
cations. He tru trusted, therefore, that delegations would follow the example just given by the
Swedish delegation.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) assured the Committee that, far from
being the result of a proposal made by his delegation, the sub-paragraph in question had only
been accepted by the Soviet representative on the Drafting Committee as a compromise.

The Irish delegation apparently assumed that acceptance of the draft resolution would
imply the adoption of a policy of intervention. M. Litvinoff disagreed entirely. Non-
intervention was a collective policy expressed in certain international obligations. If that
policy were not faithfully observed, those obligations would lapse. At the present time, non-
intervention existed only on paper, and the purpose of the resolution was to prolong the
existence of the collective international obligations. If it were not adopted, the ultimate
result might be a declaration that non-intervention was at an end. The merit, therefore, of
the draft resolution was that it prolonged the policy of non-intervention pending the result
of the negotiations recently initiated. If those negotiations proved unsuccessful, the Spanish
Government should have its right to acquire supplies restored.
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M. DE VELICS (Hungary) had been the first to recognise that the draft resolution was the
result of a compromise achieved at the cost of considerable sacrifices. He must, however,
point out that it was the ordinary League practice rfor delegations to express in plenary meetings
their views on draft resolutions prepared in sub-committees. In view of the explanation given
by the French delegate of the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 7, he would not insist on
repeating what he had already said. As regards paragraph 4, however, if the Committee
found the wording of his original amendment unacceptable, he was prepared to substitute the
word " elements for the word corps ". In order to facilitate the proccedure, he would

reserve his Government's attitude and abstain from voting on the draft resolution.

The CHAIRMAN re-emphasised the fact that the draft resolution submitted was the result
of a compromise very laboriously achieved and, speaking as the Chairman of the Drafting
Committee and in the absence of a Rapporteur, he proposed that the Committee should vote
on the draft resolution as a whole. Any delegates who still had objections could reserve
their votes, or abstain.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) was anxious to facilitate the discussion and secure the
unanimous adoption of the draft resolution, if at all possible, but was obliged to raise a question
of policy. It the Committee wished the appeal made in paragraph 7 to be successful andto make
the policy of non-intervention really effective, nothing should be left in the text which might
give rise to misunderstanding. He therefore suggested the deletion of the second sub-para-
graph in paragraph 7. If it were maintained that the sub-paragraph in question was merely
a statement of fact, it ought to be amended to express the fact accurately. On the first point,
he was prepared to accept the decision of the majority.

He must however, take a firm stand on a second point. The Irish delegation could not
agree to any statement which implied, as the present text did, that all the members of the Non-
intervention Committee were meditating ending the policy of non-intervention. If that were
not the intention of the Drafting Committee, the text should be changed to make the impli-
cation perfectly clear. His Government would neither envisage nor initiate such a policy.
He was aware of only one State that proposed to take any such action. It was therefore not
a fact that all Governments had in mind reconsidering their position on this point.

Mr. ELLIOT (United Kingdom) noted the reappearance in the plenary Committee of the
same arguments that had been advanced in the Drafting Committee. If the suggestion of
the Irish delegate were accepted and the phrase in paragraph 7 subdivided so as to specify
that certain Governments would continue, while others would discontinue, the policy of non-
intervention, such a text would contain more of a menace than the present wording which
avoided any suggestion of a threat.

He would remind the Committee, however, that while no resolution could adequately
reflect all the opinions expressed or held, individual views could be specifically stated and the
corresponding reservations duly recorded in the proceedings of the Sixth Committee and of
the Assembly. He would further remind the indelegate of the Irish Free State that the draft
resolution referred in paragraph 7 not to their " policy of non-intervention but to the "
policy of non-intervention. Any refusal therefore to endorse the present text inevitably
involved transforming a collective into an individual policy.

He had noted the observations made by the delegates of Austria and Portugal on the
reference in paragraph 4 to "veritable army corps ". There had been a very lengthy and heated
discussion in the Drafting Committee as to whether the word " corps " had a singular or plural
connotation. In the circumstances, he was prepared to agree to the substitution of the word
" armed" for " army " in the penultimate line of paragraph 4, Lastly, it was important to
note that in the same sentence it was the word " intervention " and not " aggression " which
was used.

In conclusion, the United Kingdom delegate appealed to the Committee to give the
resolution its unanimous support as this would add considerably to the weight it carried. If no
agreement were reached on this question, the position, he must warn the Committee, would be
considerably aggravated.

M. DELBOS (France) endorsed the ingenious distinction drawn by the United Kingdom
delegate between an individual policy and a general policy of intervention. If the Irish
delegation was still not satisfied, he would suggest that the resolution as a whole be adopted
subject to the right of each delegation to reserve its attitude on the maintenance of a policy
of non-intervention.

M. KOHT (Norway) confirmed that the draft resolution was the result of lengthy discussion
in the Drafting Committee and that every single phrase in the text had been combated and
discussed before a final compromise text was adopted. In particular, the second sub-paragraph
of paragraph 7 had finally been adopted precisely because it did not commit Governments.
Norway was a member of the London Committee and would consider ending the policy of
non-intervention as suggested in paragraph 7, but held that she was perfectly free to take
such action as she thought desirable.

M. MOMTCHILOFF (Bulgaria) said that it had been materially impossible for the Bulgarian
delegation to communicate to its Government the document under discussion. As, further,
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the debate had shown that the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 7, really raised a question
of Government policy, he was unable to commit himself to that policy without referring the
question to his Government. He therefore asked that his reservation should, as the United
Kingdom delegate had suggested, be recorded in the Minutes of the Sixth Committee.

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee if it was prepared to accept the draft resolution
proposed by the Drafting Committee on the understanding that individual delegates were
free to make any reservation they thought necessary.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) reminded the Committee that the various subtle
distinctions embodied in the draft resolution would hardly occur to the general public. The
views of delegates not members of the Drafting Committee were a good test of the reaction
of public opinion.

From the point of policy he still felt that the so-called statement of fact in the second
sub-paragraph detracted from the appeal made in the first sub-paragraph of paragraph 7.
His second point would be met and the policy of his Government safeguarded if an impersonal
wording such as " the non-intervention agreement will have to be reconsidered " were adopted
in this paragraph.

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out that the variation just
suggested had already been considered in and rejected by the Drafting Committee. He was
therefore unable to accept it now.

Mr. ELLIOT (United Kingdom) did not think that any really useful purpose would be
served by adopting the amendment proposed by the Irish delegate. He reiterated his
suggestion that delegates wishing to make a reservation on paragraph 7 could do so publicly
in the Sixth Committee and in the Assembly. The exact meaning to be attached to the
wording of the draft resolution would be clear from the record of the discussions.

Mr. DE VALERA (Irish Free State) said that, as suggested, he would abstain from voting
and make clear his Government's attitude in the Assembly.

M. PFLtJGL (Austria) was prepared to accept the draft resolution subject to paragraph 4
being amended as already suggested.

M. DE VELICS (Hungary) said that if a vote were taken he must abstain and reserve the
attitude of his Government.

Dr. GIE (Union of South Africa) announced that he would have to reserve the vote
of his delegation.

The draft resolution was adopted,' subject to the reservations and declarations made by
the delegates of the Union of South Africa, Austria, Bulgaria, Hungary, the Irish Free State
and Portugal.

ELEVENTH MEETING.

Held on Friday, October Ist, 1937, at 4 P.m.

Chairman: M. SANTOS (Colombia).

34. International Assistance to Refugees: Examination and Adoption of the Draft
Report and Resolutions submitted by the Sub-Committee:2 Draft Resolution
proposed by the Latvian Delegation.

The CHAIRMAN said that the report of M. Motta, Chairman of the Sub-Committe for
the Question of Refugees included resolutions on (I) the current work of the Nansen International
Office for Refugees, (2) the current work relating to Jewish and other refugees coming from
Germany, and (3) the future of the work for refugees in general. The Latvian delegation
had tabled a draft resolution on that last point. At the time of the vote, the three parts of
the Sub-Committee's report would be submitted to the Committee separately, for convenience.

M. HANSSON, President of the Governing Body of the Nansen International Office for
Refugees, noted that one of the Sub-Committee's draft resolutions referred to the Russian
refugees at Shanghai. He reminded the Committee that since the framing of his report on
the liquidation of the Office,3 presented to the Council of the League of Nations in May, and the
framing of the report of the Governing Body of the Office on the financial year I936/37,4

1 The resolution, submitted to the Assembly on October 2nd, 1937, in document A.70o. I9 3 7.VII, was not adopted.
2 For the final text of the report submitted to the Assembly, see Annex 5, page 94.
3 Document A.II.193 7.XII.
4 Document A.2I.193 7.XII (Ser. L.o.N. P. 1937.XII.B.3).
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submitted to the eighteenth Assembly, grave events had occurred in the Far East, as a result
of which the Russian refugees in Shanghai were exposed to great dangers. Many of them
had succeeded, by their perseverance and hard work, in setting up some form of trade or indus-
try; others had found work in the European Concessions. All those refugees and their
families were now faced with ruin, and a large number were exposed to even greater danger.

According to the latest information, there were at present at Shanghai from fifteen to twenty
thousand Russian refugees. The French Government had reported their unhappy condition
to the Nansen Office. Many appeals were being received from all quarters. It was a case
in which international protection and relief were essential, if the very lives of those poor
people were to be saved.

The Nansen Office had done all it could in the circumstances. After giving instructions
to the representative of the Office at Shanghai, M. Hansson had made urgent representations
to the Norwegian Consul-General, who was the Doyen of the Consular Corps at Shanghai,
begging him to extend to the refugees the protection of the Consular Corps. The Consul
had replied in reassuring terms, at the same time indicating the urgent need for help. The
Nansen Office had placed an initial sum at the disposal of its representative for that purpose,
but its financial situation was unfortunately too straitened for it to cope with the existing
requirements.

He would be grateful if the Assembly could adopt a resolution directing the Governments'
attention to the fate of Russian refugees at Shanghai. Such a resolution would have great
moral weight and would be a valuable encouragement for the Office in carrying on its work.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland), Rapporteur, gave a brief account of the Sub-Committee's work.
The two resolutions on the activities of the Nansen Office and of the High Commission in
London had given very little difficulty, and he hoped that they would be unanimously
accepted by the Committee. He wished to refer to the devotion shown by Judge Hansson
and Sir Neill Malcolm in the performance of their difficult and delicate task, and to convey
to them the Sub-Committee's thanks, with which he thought that the Committee and the
whole Assembly would certainly wish to be associated.

Somewhat serious difficulty had, however, arisen with regard to the future of the Office.
The Sub-Committee had had to appoint a Drafting Committee, consisting of the representatives
of the United Kingdom, France, Norway and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which
had tried to frame a draft resolution that could be unanimously adopted. Its efforts had
unfortunately not been successful, and the text submitted to the Sub-Committee by the
Drafting Committee-which was that now before the Sixth Committee-had only been adopted
by the Drafting Committee by a majority of three votes to one. The Sub-Committee felt that
the question was so serious that the responsibilities of all concerned should be clearly stated.
If the Soviet delegation, which had voted against the draft, maintained its attitude, there
was no possibility of the resolution being put into effect. It could become effective only if
the Soviet delegation reversed its decision and agreed, if not to vote in favour of the motion,
at all events to abstain from voting.

The Latvian delegation had put forward an alternative draft resolution.'
After commenting briefly on the principal points in the draft resolution proposed by the

Sub-Committee concerning the future of the international organisation for assistance to refugees,
M. Motta addressed an urgent appeal to all his colleagues to adopt the text without opposition.
He reminded them that, under the League Rules of Procedure, one negative vote in the
Assembly was sufficient to wreck a proposal. Thus, a serious responsibility rested with
any delegation that took up an attitude which would prevent unanimity being reached. If
the Assembly of 1937 failed to vote in favour of the continuance of an organisation which
was a credit to it, it would have failed in its duty. Of all the resolutions before the Assembly
those relating to assistance to refugees were undoubtedly among the noblest and the most
useful. One fair chapter in the League's history must not be allowed to come to an end.
He appealed to the goodwill and conciliatory spirit of all the delegates to ensure that the
present Assembly should not adjourn with the painful conviction that its work in that field
had been in vain. The question had been raised : it must be settled.

M. PFLOGL (Austria) said that his delegation had been keeping in close touch with the
Sub-Committee's work. It fully endorsed M. Motta's eloquent appeal and supported the draft
report and resolutions of the Sub-Committee. It responded most willingly to the Rapporteur's
request.

M. STEIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that at the meeting on September
24th2 he had set forth the legal considerations in favour of the complete and final winding-
up of the Nansen Office. He did not propose to revert to that point.

As regards the League's action after January Ist, 1939, he desired to state that the Soviet
delegation, acting on instructions from its Government, would be unable to accept any
proposal with a view to prolonging the League's activities in favour of Russian refugees.

Consequently, the Soviet delegation was obliged to vote against Ithe draft resolution
submitted by the majority of the Sub-Committee.

1 For the text of the draft resolution, see page 72.
2 See pages 44 et seq.
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M. MUNTERS (Latvia) desired to offer some explanations relating to the draft resolution
submitted by the Latvian delegation, the text of which was as follows:

I. Liquidation.

" . Whereas, by its resolution of I929, the Assembly decided to wind up the
refugees' organisation methodically;

" 2. And whereas, in I930, it entrusted the political and legal protection of refugees
to the regular organs of the League of Nations and the humanitarian work to the Nansen
Office for a specified period;

/"3. And whereas, in I93I, it recommended the adoption of a scheme for the
liquidation of the Nansen Office, under which it would be completed by the end of I938;

4. And whereas, in I936, in accordance with the decision of I93I, it instructed the
President of that Office to draw up a scheme of liquidation and to make recommendations
for the allocation of the task undertaken by the Office;

"5. And whereas, in I936, it appointed a League of Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees coming from Germany;

" 6. The Assembly confirms its previous decision instructing the President of the
Governing Body of the Nansen Office to arrange for the effective and complete liquidation
of the Office by December 3Ist, I938;

" 7. And places it upon record that the mandate of the High Commissioner for
Refugees coming from Germany will come to an end on December 3Ist, I938, in accordance
with the Assembly's previous decision.

" II. Persistence of the Refugee Problem.
Necessity of continuing the League's Work on behalf of Refugees.

" . Whereas the refugee problem nevertheless subsists;
" 2. Whereas the political and legal protection of the refugees has not ceased to be

a task of the League;
" 3. The Assembly is of opinion that the work carried on up to the present by the

League should be continued without interruption for a specified period.

" III. Principles zwhich should govern the Work in future.

"i. Whereas the work of assistance under the auspices of the League has always
been inspired by humanitarian considerations, and should therefore be freed from any
danger of suffering political influences;

"2. The Assembly reaffirms the established principle that League funds cannot
be used for relieving and settling refugees;

"3. Whereas the work of assistance to refugees should facilitate their adaptation
to their new milieu and whereas this work cannot be of a permanent character;

"4. Whereas it would be desirable for reasons of economy and with a view to
efficient administration to establish if possible uniform principles for the treatment of
refugees.

-" IV. Procedure.

" . The Assembly instructs the Secretary-General to draw up, on the basis of
the foregoing principles and after consulting the President of the Governing Body of the
Nansen Office and the High Commissioner for Refugees coming from Germany

" (a) A plan for the allocation of the tasks hitherto under taken by the
Office and by the High Commissioner;

" (b) Proposals which would facilitate to the Assembly of I938 to define
the attitude of the League towards the refugee problem as a whole;

" 2. The Assembly instructs the Secretary-General to submit the plan and the pro-
posals mentioned above for their observations to the Governments of Member States
not later than May I5th, I938. "

M. Munters had stated at the meeting of the Sixth Committee on September I8thl what,
in the Latvian delegation's view, was the task to be accomplished by the Committee--namely
(I) to consider a scheme for the liquidation of the Nansen Office, and (2) to examine the best
methods of allocating, after the year 1938, the tasks undertaken by the Office. Furthermore,
if desired, the Sixth Committee could help the Assembly in the task defined by the seventeenth
Assembly of " determining, at the latest at its ordinary session in I938, the general principles
which, after that year, should govern the attitude of the League towards the refugee problem

1 See page 16.
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as a whole". Finally, the Committee could lay down its views as to the future character of
the League's relations to the German refugee problem, inasmuch as the work of the High
Commissioner for Refugees coming from Germany would also terminate at the end of I938.

M. Munters submitted that the cardinal point of the Committee's decisions concerned the
League's attitude towards the refugee problem as a whole. In fact, any decisions must be
determined by that attitude and any resolution adopted by the Committeel must be in har-
mony with it. The majority text of the Drafting Committee appealed to embody some
attempt to facilitate that task, but it would be an exaggeration to say that that attempt had
been either consistent or complete. A closer analysis of the text in question left some doubt
as to whether it was entirely in conformity with the decision of the seventeenth Assembly
to which he had just referred.

M. Munters was satisfied by the assurances of the President of the Governing Body of
the Nansen Office bearing out his statement in document A.II.I937.XII (page 4) " that all
necessary measures have been and will be scrupulously taken to ensure that, from the adminis-
trative standpoint, the liquidation of the Office shall be completed by the specified date ",
and he saw no objection to accepting the first part of the draft resolution with a minor amend-
ment to its penultimate paragraph, confirming the date by which the liquidation must be
completed.

In the next part of the Drafting Committee's text, however, he observed a certain lack
of precision, further accentuated by Parts III and IV of the draft. The Committee was con-
fronted with the successive statements that it had been thought desirable:

(a) To come to a decision without delay as to the future of the work of international
assistance to refugees;

(b) To decide that the-whole work of assistance to refugees should be re-examined
at a later date to be fixed by the I938 Assembly;

(c) To instruct the Secretary-General to draw up . . a detailed plan of action
for the work of assistance to refugees after December 3Ist, I938.

None of those decisions, he submitted, could be properly carried out without knowing
the attitude of the League towards the " refugee problem as a whole ", in conformity with
the terms of the resolution of the seventeenth Assembly. Moreover, two points-the proposal
to re-examine the whole work of assistance to refugees at a date subsequent to the 1938
Assembly, and the terms of reference given to the Secretary-General-appeared to be in
contradiction with the decision of the seventeenth Assembly to determine, at the latest at its
ordinary session in 1938 the general principles which, after that year, should govern the
attitude of the League towards the refugee problem as a whole.

The Latvian delegation consequently felt unable to accept the parts of the draft
resolution which M. Munters had indicated, and suggested the alterations incorporated in its
own draft proposal, which he had already submitted to the Committee.

So much for the Latvian delegation's principal objection to the text established by the
majority of the Drafting Committee.

The Latvian delegation desired, in addition, to refer to other points in the text proposed
by the Drafting Committee, on which M. Munters would endeavour to comment as briefly
as possible.

Part II.

Paragraph I. The words " with which the Nansen Office and the High Commissioner
for Refugees coming from Germany have been entrusted" had been omitted in the Latvian
draft, since neither the Nansen Office nor the High Commissioner had been entrusted with
" the refugee problem " but only with certain humanitarian work.

Paragraph 2. There was nothing to warrant the expression " obligation upon the League"
or the assertion that the League could not " dissociate itself from the co-ordination of the huma-
nitarian efforts pursued" on the refugees' behalf. That might or might not be the case:
everything must depend upon a decision of the League itself, a decision which could not and
ought not to be taken before the whole problem had been thoroughly examined.

Paragraph 3. The expression " under the auspices of the League " might be interpreted
as implying the further existence of the organisation the liquidation of which had been the
object of a definite decision of the Assembly.

Part III.

Paragraph 2. The words " must be applied solely to the administrative expenses involved
in the work" were not yet an established principle of the League. The Latvian delegation
considered that it should be discussed only after a decision had been taken on the refugee
problem as a whole.

Paragraph 3. The elimination of the word " national " in the phrase " adaptation to their
new national milieu " did justice to the actual state of affairs.

Paragraph 4. It was impossible to say yet whether it would really be possible to unify the
work of assistance to refugees, as the future character of that work was not yet known.

1 See page 96.
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Experience in the case of refugees coming from Germany had pointed to the contrary, but
that situation might have changed. At all events, a more elastic formula seemed advisable.

M. Munters hoped that it would be possible for the Committee to give consideration
to his observations and to arrive at a text which the Latvian delegation could whole-heartedly
endorse. There appeared to be agreement on certain main principles-namely, the liquidation
of the present organisation, the allocation of its tasks, the existence of the refugee problem,
and the necessity of establishing the most suitable method of dealing with that problem.
If that were the case, there should be no insuperable difficulty in framing a satisfactory text
which would ensure the working-out of a consistent and efficient policy in regard to a problem
the vicissitudes of which had been so strikingly brought out in the course of discussions at
recent Assemblies.

Viscount CRANBORNE (United Kingdom) desired, on behalf of His Majesty's Government,
to support the report and resolution put before the Committee by M. Motta.

He regretted that the Sub-Committee on Refugees and its Drafting Committee had
failed to attain unanimity. That failure had not been due to any lack of efforts. The States
composing the majority had been more than willing to make every possible concession which,
while preserving intact the principle-to them essential-that the work of the League of
Nations on behalf of refugees should continue, would enable unanimity to be reached. But,
when it became clear that unanimity could not be reached, the members of the majority had
felt bound to present their report in its present form. They were profoundly convinced that
the refugee problem still existed-indeed, he did not know that that had ever been denied.

The Members of the League in whose territory refugees were found were not themselves
responsible for the creation of a refugee problem. The refugees were there, and the Governments
had to deal with the problem raised by their presence. Since that was so, they must be excused
for attempting to deal with it in the most effective way open to them-namely, by maintaining
an organisation for the work which should have the prestige derived from close association
with the League of Nations. The inadequacy of a refugee organisation independent of the
League was sufficiently illustrated by the history of the High Commission for Refugees
coming from Germany in the years I933-I936. The Committee of Experts which had reported
to the Council in January 19361 on the refugee question had recorded it as the unanimous
opinion of the private organisations dealing with German refugees that if the High
Commission in London had not entirely fulfilled expectations,2 "this was to be explained by
the fact that it was not placed under the authority of the League of Nations, and was obliged
to act, as it were, outside it ". That opinion had been confirmed by the then High Commis-
sioner, Mr. Macdonald, himself.

The necessity for continuing the work for refugees under League auspices was, in Lord
Cranborne' s opinion, the cardinal point of the draft resolution submitted by the Sub-Committee,
and it had a necessary corollary-namely, that the League would have to bear a portion at
any rate of the financial expenditure, though that- burden should certainly be less than in the
past. On those two counts, he felt a certain hesitation about the draft resolution submitted
by the delegate of Latvia. He could not help thinking that on that essential question the
Latvian draft resolution was not altogether free from ambiguity. Thus in paragraph 3 of
Section II, which read " the Assembly is of opinion that the work carried on up to the present
by the League should be continued without interruption for a specified period ", he would
like some such phrase as " under its auspices " inserted after " should be continued " ; indeed,
without such an insertion it would not be possible for the United Kingdom delegation to accept
the resolution. It only implied that the present connection of the League with refugees would
continue, not that the present organisation would do so.

For similar reasons, Lord Cranborne preferred the text of the second paragraph of
Section III as it appeared in the draft proposed by the Sub-Committee to the text proposed
by the delegate of Latvia. Otherwise, he did not think there was a great difference in sub-
stance between the two texts, except as regarded the date of liquidation, a point to which he
would recur.

It had been suggested that it was not within the competence of the I937 Assembly to take
a binding decision on the subject of the future of the refugee problem, and in that connection a
reference had been made to the resolution of the I936 Assembly to the effect that it "considers
that the Assembly should, at the latest at its ordinary session in 1938, determine the general
principles which, after that year, should govern the attitude of the League towards the refugee
problem as a whole ". It was, in Lord Cranborne's opinion, always open to the Assembly,
should it so desire, to reverse any of its previous decisions; but, in fact, he did not think that
the draft resolution before the Committee was in any way contrary to the 1936 resolution
just quoted. It would be noted that the Assembly had said in 1936 that a decision should
be taken as regards the future at the latest in 1938. That clearly did not prevent the Assembly
from taking a decision at an earlier date if it should wish to do so. The majority of the Sub-
Committee had therefore thought it desirable to present a resolution which should, to quote
the words of the 1936 decision, "determine the general principles which. . . should
govern the attitude of the League towards the refugee problem as a whole ". Those general
principles would be found in Parts II and III of the draft resolution. The scope of the work

1 See Official Journal, February 1936, page 69.
I Ibid., page I47.



ELEVENTH MEETING - 75 - OCTOBER IST, I937

was defined by the clause that " the Assembly decides to continue without interruption
the work carried on up to the present under the auspices of the League ". It was further
laid down that the work must be kept free from all political influences; that League funds
should be used only for administrative purposes, and not for the relief and settlement of
refugees, and that the work could not be of a permanent character. That last consideration
explained the provision that the whole question of assistance to refugees should be subject
to re-examination at a fixed period subsequent to the inauguration of the new scheme provided
for by the draft resolution.

The draft resolution proposed by the Sub-Committee also took full account of the other
decision reaffirmed by the 1936 Assembly-namely, that the Nansen Office should be liquidated.
If no date were specified for liquidation, it was for the purely practical reason that it
would be an administrative impossibility to close down an office completely on one day and to
bring into being a fully developed organisation to perform many of the same tasks on the
following day. The procedure which the Sub-Committee had had in mind, if the Assembly
were to adopt the draft resolution, was that a High Commissioner or some other directing
authority should be appointed at the 1938 Assembly, possibly even before the end of 1938,
who would then proceed to carry out the complete reorganisation of the work, including the
amalgamation of the two refugee services, within a limited period which the Assembly might
define.

The suggestion had been made that, in view of the failure to reach any agreement as to
the general principles to govern the future of refugee work, it would be desirable to postpone
a decision until 1938. The Latvian draft in its present form, in fact, amounted to a proposal
to leave the question of League association with the work open until the following year.
Lord Cranborne had carefully considered that proposal, but could not see any advantage in a
postponement in the particular case under consideration. The Soviet delegation, with com-
mendable frankness, had made it perfectly plain that there was unlikely to be any change in
its Government's attitude to that question in the future. If it were unalterably opposed to
any continuance of the work, the sooner that fact was definitely known, the better. Otherwise,
there was a risk of the collapse of the present refugee services even before the end of 1938.
If the Soviet decision were in fact final, the fact must be faced that a complete cessation of
all the League's refugee services might be inevitable. For Lord Cranborne doubted whether
it would be possible to justify the continuance of the expenditure of League funds on certain
categories of refugees, when the Assembly had refused to vote money for what was still the
largest of all the categories of refugees hitherto entrusted to its protection. 'A distinction
of that kind would not be understood by public opinion, which would be bewildered by the
motives underlying such a distinction in regard to humanitarian work.

He could not help thinking that the breakdown of the League refugee services, disastrous
for the refugees, would be scarcely less harmful to the League of Nations itself. In that
connection, he might quote from the speech made by the Netherlands delegate, Jonkheer
de Graeff, in the Second Committee in 1933, when raising the proposal to establish a High
Commissioner for German refugees. Jonkheer de Graeff had said then that' " it was of
capital importance to establish a very close link between the organisation to be created and
the League. Only if it was connected with the League could the organisation possess the
necessary authority and prestige to ensure success in its work. The institution of an
international organisation outside the League would be taken by the world as signifying
lack of faith in League methods ". Those words were as true now in 1937 as in I933, and
it would, in Lord Cranborne's opinion, be a serious blow to the prestige of the League if it
were forced to abandon its really effective work on behalf of the refugees for whom it had
assumed responsibility.

The political and the legal protection of refugees had been entrusted to the regular organs
of the League of Nations in I930 without limitation of time, and that obligation would still
remain in force after the end of 1938, though the League would, unless the draft resolution,
or something like it, were adopted, be entirely unable to carry out effectively the obligation
still incumbent on it in the matter. It was much to be feared that if the League were unable
effectively to perform its continuing obligation in that connection, the refugees under its
protection would be abandoned to other influences of an undesirable character. Thus, the
interests of all Governments, and not least of the Soviet Government, were really bound up
with the continuance, in some form, of effective League assistance to refugees.

So far as His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom was concerned, it had gone
as far as possible to meet the legitimate anxieties of the Soviet Government. For instance,
in a draft proposal which, with a view to attaining unanimity, the United Kingdom delegate
had presented to the Drafting Committee, there had been included certain clauses which
provided for the exclusion of all refugees or ex-refugees from positions in any future League
administration of refugee work. Unanimity had not been realised and the clause had been
dropped because, in the opinion of the majority, its too rigid application would tend to injure
the efficiency of the refugee administration. His Majesty's Government was still ready to
agree to a stipulation to that effect if its insertion would lead to unanimity in the Committee;

1 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. II7, page 23.
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and it was in any case of the opinion that the employment of refugees in the organisation
should be reduced to the minimum compatible with administrative efficiency.

Lord Cranborne desired, therefore, to make a final appeal, in the friendliest spirit, to the
Soviet delegation not to frustrate the clearly expressed desire of the overwhelming majority
of the Members of the League, that the League's work of assistance to refugees should continue.
The refugee problem was the problem of the countries of refuge; but those countries believed
that, as experience had shown, it could not be effectively carried out except under the auspices
of the League of Nations. That belief was an evidence of their confidence in the League;
and if the work had to be abandoned, not only that confidence, but the general prestige of the
League would suffer.

M. FRANGULIS (Haiti) recalled that it was on his proposal that the Nansen Office had been
set up on September i8th, 1922, after the disaster in Asia Minor. The League had at that
time already been dealing with Russian refugees, and he, invoking the principle that suffering
makes all men equal, had urged the League not to neglect the duty of caring for Armenians
and Greeks who weres er utterly destitute. It was to help that new category of refugees that
the Nansen Office was formed, and it had been possible to collect o600,0oo sterling for it
in a very short space of time.

It had now been decided to wind up the Office, but certain of its activities would never-
theless go on, and that was what was at present being discussed. At the same time, the
Committee had to take note of the opposition of a Member State, which, fully within its rights,
had declared itself against t he continuance of the Nansen Office. Even if it were no longer
possible, as it had been in 1922, to invoke the principle of equality in suffering, did that mean
that the whole work of assisting refugees was to be brought to nothing? M. Frangulis did not
think so, and rather than let all refugees suffer from such a state of affairs, he wondered
whether it would not be better to take steps to find another method of assisting ithe category
of refugees to which the opposition of the Soviet delegation was due. Each of the various
States had already provided for the refugees on their territory. How was it possible to
abandon the Jews, the Greeks, the Armenians, and a work which was an honour to the League
of Nations ? The solution he had just proposed would enable the League to continue to
carry out, in respect of the other categories of refugees, with regard to which there was no
opposition, the task that it had undertaken and that ought to be continued. An attempt
should therefore be made to come to an agreement on this matter with the Soviet delegate
in order to arrive at a modus vivendi which, by removing all cause of opposition by the Soviet
Union, would at least provide the means of saving what could be saved.

M. GRUMBACH (France) thought that an important activity of the League was at present
in great danger. He recalled that he had attempted in the Sub-Committee to find a way out
of a very difficult impasse. He had not been successful, but did not give up hope. It was the
League's imperative duty to look after all refugees, without distinction, whatever their origin,
their nationality, their race or their opinions. When he had heard M. Litvinoff declare in a
notable speech to the Assemblyl that the League of Nations had, in his opinion, been created
in order to enable all forms of regime to exist side by side and to live in peace, he had thought
he might conclude from those words that the protection of the League would be extended to
refugees from all countries.

The Committee, however, was now confronted with an entirely new problem: a State,
in the exercise of its sovereign rights, had put forward in the Sub-Committee arguments
which, it must be acknowledged, were impressive; it had frankly declared that it no longer
wished to share, as a Member of the League, in affording protection to a certain category
of refugees who were former nationals of that State. The Committee therefore found itself
in a position which was painful, but clear, and it had to be faced. On the one hand, there
was the categorical refusal of the Soviet delegation which, consistently with its attitude to the
problem of Russian refugees, announced unequivocally that it would be obliged to vote
against the draft submitted by the majority of the Sub-Committee. On the other hand, the
Committee would be'not only ungenerous, but inhuman if it were to acquiesce and abandon
the Russian refugees to their fate. M. Grumbach declared, for his part, that, if he were to
adopt such a course, he would not only be false to his delegation but a traitor to his country.
In the voting which was about to take place and which would doubtless he repeated in the
Assembly, where the rule of unanimity applied, each delegation would be responsible for its
own vote. It must not, however, be forgotten that the refugees were and would remain for
everyone the true subject of the debate. It was of them that M. Grumbach was thinking,
of their future, of the loss which would result to the private organisations if they were no longer
able to claim the authority of the League in their efforts to collect funds.

He wondered whether, rather than finally compromise a work of that kind, there was not
some way of gaining time, and of again discussing the problem between Governments. The
Assembly resolution of 1936 said that a plan for winding up the office should be submitted
" in 1938 at the latest ", and M. Grumbach had concluded that the question could already
be discussed during the current Assembly. He would now put his argument the other way
round: as there was a danger that the result in 1937 would be negative, and as the Assembly
was not under an absolute obligation to settle the question finally at the present session, he
would put forward a proposal which he hoped would win the unanimous support of the Commit-
tee. In view of the impossibility of obtaining agreement, and in order to study the best way

1 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 169, page 83.
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of carrying on the work of international assistance to refugees in the future, either under the
auspices of the League, or in some other form, the French delegation proposed that the question
should be referred to the Committee on International Assistance to Refugees. That Com-
mittee, which had already had occasion, in January 1936, to submit a most interesting report to

the Council, would be informed of the difficulties and obstacles which the present Assembly
had been unable to overcome. After studying the problem, it could submit a preliminary
report to the Council at its meeting next January.

M. Grumbach could see no other way of keeping alive the work for the refugees. In
following the course he had suggested, the Assembly would not have done much, but it would

have avoided wrecking beyond repair a humanitarian undertaking which had hitherto been
nothing but a source of pride to the League. It would at least have left the door open for a

possible solution, and would have acted in accordance with the Assembly's decision of 1936,
which had, it was true, invited the League to wind up the Nansen Office, but had not asked
it to ensure that nothing of its great work should remain.

M. KOHT (Norway) only wished to speak again on this question because of the particular
interest his Government had always taken in the work of assistance to refugees. He recalled

the remarkable work done by Dr. Nansen for their benefit, which had been everywhere greatly
appreciated and above all, perhaps, in the Soviet Union. He had thought that the memory

of that achievement might have some influence on the Soviet Union's attitude to this question

M. Koht also recalled the work of his compatriot, M. Hansson, who had directed the

Nansen Office during the last two years in a manner which had met with universal approval.
M. Hansson had succeeded in removing most of the defects which had given rise to criticism
during a certain period, and M. Koht was convinced that, if the Office were maintained and

if M. Hansson was allowed to continue to preside over it, the last hesitations which might

still exist would disappear. M. Koht added that the Norwegian Government, thanks to the

Nansen postage stamp, had been able to pay in eighteen months a total sum of Ioo,ooo Swiss

francs into the Assistance Fund of the Nansen Office. Lastly, the Norwegian Parliament

had voted a special credit for the London High Commissariat. For allthose reasons, he was

able to affirm that Norway had not been content to urge the League of Nations to help the

refugees; Norway had made an effort on her own account over and above her jobligations
as a Member of the League.

At the same time, his country had thought that it would be worth while, or rather that

it would be of essential importance to the League of Nations, to maintain this work of assistance

which was so much to its credit. The League would lose prestige if the work were abandoned.
In any case, the Norwegian Government did not wish to share in the responsibility for such
a disastrous act.

From a psychological point of view it was understandable that a Government which had

seen certain groups of its nationals emigrate or had sent them into exile for political or other
reasons, should not be anxious to contribute through the League of Nations to the protection

or assistance of those emigrants. M. Koht would refrain from appealing to sentiments of

humanity in favour of those unfortunate exiles, for he refused to believe that it was for want

of humanity that such an attitude had been decided upon. But he thought it right to remind
the Governments concerned that-in certain cases, it was true, against their own will-they

had created a serious problem for many other countries by the emigration of their nationals.
He had had occasion several times to emphasise that France had had a very heavy burden
to bear as a consequence of the immigration of these refugees. France, however, had not

been the only country to bear that burden, and to-day nearly every country in the world was
affected. Hence, there could be no doubt that the existence of these thousands of refugees

everywhere constituted a truly international problem, and that being so, it was doubtful

whether any other authority in the world was as qualified to solve the problem as the League
of Nations.

It was desired to leave the refugees to the assistance of private charity. The private
organisations had certainly done admirable work in this field and the sums subscribed for

the purpose might be estimated at hundreds of millions of francs. M. Koht admitted that it

was contrary to his Socialist convictions to abandon all this work of assistance to the more or

less arbitrary charity of private persons. But he accepted the policy hitherto pursued by the

League of Nations of taking responsibility only for the legal protection of refugees and for
co-ordinating the efforts to place them. This in fact was what the Sub-Committee proposed
to continue to do.

Two years previously the Norwegian Government had proposed that the work of assis-
tance to refugees should be centralised under the direction of a single organisation. To-day,

nearly all the countries represented in the Sub-Committee recommended that solution. He

persisted in thinking that centralisation would make it possible to rule out all political
considerations which might otherwise be advanced. In future, it would no longer be necessary
to distinguish between Russian, Turkish, Armenian, German or other refugees; there would

simply be refugees, without distinction of origin or political opinion. Hence, M. Koht asked
all his colleagues to forget any feelings of antagonism they might entertain towards any par-

ticular category of refugees, and to come to an agreement for setting up a general organisation
of assistance to refugees. If any delegates still hesitated to support the continuation of the
work, he begged them at any rate not to oppose the realisation of a scheme desired by the
great majority of the nations represented in the Committee.



OCTOBER IST, I937 - 78 - ELEVENTH MEETING

As regarded the Latvian draft, M. Koht did not consider it satisfactory, Certain of its
paragraphs seemed ambiguous and it even appeared to call in question the legal protection
hitherto afforded to refugees by the League of Nations. Naturally, it would be possible to
postpone until the 1938 Assembly decisions regarding the future of the work of assistance to
refugees, since the previous year's resolution fixed that date as the limit. But it would be
much more practical to decide forthwith that the League of Nations intended and was resolved
to continue this work. In that way, it would be possible for the new organisation to carry
on without any interruption. If this year's Assembly was not prepared to adopt a resolution
to that effect, he would prefer the complete adjournment of the question until next year,
which was what a refusal to approve the draft submitted by the majority of the Sub-Committee
would involve. The Norwegian delegate reserved the right to revert to the question next
year. He hoped that conditions would then be more favourable than they were at the moment.

Viscount CRANBORNE (United Kingdom) said that he had listened with admiration to
M. Grumbach's speech, which had made a great impression on the Committee. It would have
made-an even greater impression on him, had he not heard the same arguments in I936.
Delegates to the Assembly had been advised then not to bring matters to a deadlock and had
accordingly evolved a procedure consisting of two stages ; the liquidation of the Nansen Office
within a specified time, and the framing of recommendations for the allocation of the tasks
undertaken by the Office. A year had passed since those debates, no arrangements for the
future had yet been made, and the Soviet opposition was just as strong. Next year again,
nothing would have been arranged, and the Soviet opposition would still be a factor in the
situation. The delegate of France had recommended referring the matter to the Committee
on International Assistance to Refugees, but such a body would have no power to bind Govern-
ments. What was important was that Governments should be bound immediately, so that
the organisations and the refugees themselves might know where they stood, might know,
that was to say, whether the League was going to look after them-which would be by far
the best solution-or whether they would have to make other arrangements.

He would prefer to go forward with the proposal as submitted by the Sub-Committee,
even if the Committee's resolution were defeated in the Assembly. As regards the position
if the resolution were not passed by the Assembly, Lord Cranborne pointed out that the existing
resolution of 1936 would remain in force, and under its terms the Assembly had decided to
appoint, until December 3Ist, 1938, a President of the Governing Body of the Nansen Office
entrusted with the following duties:

" (a) To carry on the administration of the Office, in accordance with the existing
statute, until it has been liquidated, and to organise the activities of the Office during
the period of liquidation, with the help of the technical services of the League of Nations;

"(b) To draw up at an early date and, if possible, to submit to the Council at its
session in May I937 a detailed scheme for the liquidation of the Nansen Office; in any
event, the report should be in the hands of Governments before July 3Ist, I937, in order
that the scheme may be considered at the next ordinary session of the Assembly;

" (c) To make recommendations, in time for consideration by the Assembly at its
ordinary session in 1938, on the best method of allocating the tasks undertaken by the
Office up to the date of its liquidation in the light of the situation existing at that time."

Paragraph (c) was the important part of that resolution. Thus, even if the draft proposal
now submitted by the Sub-Committee were not accepted in the Assembly, the 1936
resolution still held good, and Judge Hansson, President of the Governing Body of the Nansen
Office, would still have to make recommendations regarding the future allocation of the tasks
undertaken by the Office. The choice now lay between the 1936 resolution and the draft
text submitted by the Sub-Committee at the current session.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) Rapporteur, considered that the case having been heard and the
positions stated, it only remained to take a vote. Before that took place, however, he wished
to make it clear that he did not claim the right to criticise the attitude of any State, each
State being sovereign. He was not even entitled to say why that attitude was not in keeping
with the requirements of the League of Nations or the interests of humanity. He would
therefore refrain from any comment on the subject.

Having made that clear, M. Motta would ask his colleagues not to support the proposals of
M. Frangulis or of M. Grumbach. Viscount Cranborne had already stated the essential
reasons against those proposals. In reply to M. Frangulis, M. Motta would only say that
if the Assembly agreed that the work of protecting refugees should be carried on, but to the
exclusion of one category, and that the most important, it would sanction an inequality
which, for his part, he could not conscientiously accept. He therefore ruled out that solution,
which to his mind was not a solution at all, and he would rather the whole work broke down
than accept such a gross inequality.

In reply to M. Grumbach, M. Motta wished to say that, if the French delegate or any
other delegate could assert that thanks to the proposed postponement they would be faced
with a different situation-in order words, if it could be hoped that next year the Soviet
Government would be prepared to modify its attitude on the question of the protection of
Russian refugees-he would be prepared to endorse M. Grumbach's views. The delay would
indeed not have done any harm. But, unfortunately, nobody could hold out any such hopes
and yet, hoping against hope, he could not renounce the possibility of a change of mind at the
last moment.
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Meanwhile, M. Motta was in favour of not adjourning the question because, if the resolution
were rejected owing to the opposition of a single State, the work itself would not be irremedia-
bly compromised. As Lord Cranborne had said, all would not be lost since the 1936 resolution
would again come into force. In virtue of that resolution, M. Hansson would in due course
submit proposals on the devolution of the tasks of the Nansen Offize. Personally, M. Motta
hoped that 1938 would bring the results desired by the majority of the countries represented
in the Committee.

M. FRASHERI (Albania) thought that in a humanitarian question like the present one,
unanimity was essential. Nevertheless, the position having been clearly stated, the Committee
must resort to a legal solution. According to the decision in 1936, the Assembly was entitled

to decide, during the current year or the next, on the liquidation of the Nansen Office. In
any case, from the budgetary point of view, the effects of liquidation would only begin in I939.
The last quarter of I937 and the whole of I938 therefore still remained. The Council might
be asked to take advantage of those fifteen months to approach the Government which had
declared its opposition or to find some other means of assisting the refugees. As Lord Cran-
borne had said, if the resolution was rejected, that of the I936 Assembly retained its full force.

M. POLYCHRONIADIS (Greece) desired to make a categorical statement in order to remove

any possibil ty of misunderstanding. One of the delegates had suggested that a distinction
should be drawn between refugees by abandoning the protection of some of them while

maintaining the League's work of assistance in favour of others. He formally declared that

if such a proposal were put to the vote he would vote against it; he considered it absolutely
unacceptable from a moral point of view and he would therefore ask for its rejection.

M. GRUMBACH (France) maintained his suggestion, in spite of the arguments put forward

by Lord Cranborne and M. Motta, for reasons he had already given. The proposal had this

in its favour: that it avoided a vote which willy nilly would be binding for the future on both

those who voted for and those who voted against the Sub-Committee's draft. For that reason,

he hoped that it would be possible to find, according to a plan which was not yet clear in his

mind, a solution that would enable the League to take into account necessities arising from the

attitude of either side. When he asked the Council to require the Committee for International

Assistance to Refugees, assisted by a representative of the Soviet Union to lay a report before

it next January, he did not hope to settle the question but merely to keep a possibility open

for the future. It was true that in this way nothing definite would have been done but at

least everything would not have been compromised by automatically rejecting a motion before
the Assembly.

M. FRANGULIS (Haiti) persisted in his belief that so long as it was not possible to alter the

Covenant or the Rules of Procedure of the Assembly so as to make binding on any one State

the decisions of all the others, it was better, for the sake of human charity, to go on assisting

some of the refugees-the Armenians, the ews, the Greeks-rather than to ruin the entirerr
work of assistance.

Discrimination had been far from his thoughts; he was the first to realise its profound

injustice. He had only wished to make a practical suggestion, to help the Committee out

of the deadlock and, as he had already said, to save as much as could be saved. The argument
that it was better that all should perish together rather than to save some of the refugees,

seemed to M. Frangulis to be hardly justified, any more than the systematic objections raised
against his suggestion for reasons which he preferred not to examine.

M. MASENS (Latvia), following upon the proposal submitted by the first delegate of

Norway to vote on the majority proposal and that of M. Grumbach, drew the attention of

the Committee to the proposal submitted by the Latvian delegation on which also a vote

should be taken. He expressed regret that the first delegate of Latvia who had been called

away to the Council meeting, was unable to reply to the observations made concerning the

Latvian proposal. M. Masens pointed out that no serious objections had been expressed

The CHAIRMAN declared the discussion closed, and put to the vote the various draft

resolutions contained in the Sub-Committee's report.

RESOLUTION I: NANSEN INTERNATIONAL OFFICE FOR REFUGEES.

Resolution I was adopted by 25 votes with one abstention (Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics).

'RESOLUTION II : REFUGEES COMING FROM GERMANY (JEWISH AND OTHER).

Resolution II was adopted by 27 votes.

RESOLUTION III: FUTURE OF THE WORK OF ASSISTANCE TO REFUGEES.

After an exchange of views, in which the Chairman, the Rapporteur, and the delegates

of Norway (Dr. Lange), Latvia (M. Masens) and France (M. Grumbach) took part, the Comn-

mittee decided by 24 votes to 2, to vote first on the draft resolution submitted by the Sub-Committee
and then if necessary on the proposal of the Latvian delegation.
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M. GAVRILOVITCH (Yugoslavia), before voting on the draft resolution, wished to make a
statement. The Yugoslav delegation had already explained to the Sub-Committee its
Governments' point of view. It had told the Sub-Committee that it was ready to vote in
favour of the draft resolution of the majority. Consequently, it was also prepared to accept
paragraph 3 of Part II of that draft, provided that in doing so it remained with in the scope
of the declarations it had already had numerous opportunities to make in various League
committees on the problem of refugees. He maintained the attitude adopted by his delega-
tion in the Sub-Committee and begged the Rapporteur to be good enough to mention this in
the report in the terms he had just used.

M. KOjNZL-JIZERSK• (Czechoslovakia), on behalf of his delegation, supported
M. Gavrilovitch's declaration.

The resolution on the future of the work of assistance to refugees was adopted by 27 votes
to one (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), with one abstention (Latvia).

As a result of the vote, the Latvian proposal was dropped.

M. GRUMBACH (France) said that he maintained his proposal that the matter should be
referred to the Committee for International Assistance to Refugees.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland), Rapporteur, still cherished the hope that before the question
came before the Assembly the delegation which had voted against the draft would substitute
for its opposition a mere abstention. As regarded the French proposal, the wisest course
would be for it to be laid before the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN was of the same opinion. In reply to a question from M. Grumbach,
he said that in the words of Article 17 of the Rules of Procedure of the Assembly: " As a
general rule, no proposal shall be discussed or put to the vote at any meeting of the Assembly
unless copies of it have been circulated to all representatives not later than the day preceding
the meeting ". Obviously, there might be exceptions, but such was the rule.

M. GRUMBACH (France) yielded and withdrew his proposal for the time being, reserving
the right to defend it before the Assembly after having communicated it to the Assembly
within the prescribed period.

M. LANGE (Norway) suggested that the Rapporteur should, in any case, mention
M. Grumbach's proposal in his report to the Assembly, so that all the members should be
acquainted with it.

35. International Assistance to Refugees: Appointment of a Rapporteur to the
Assembly.

The Committee decided, since M. Motta, Rapporteur of the Sub-Committee was fully
taken up with his duties as President of the Swiss Confederation, to nominate Viscount
CRANBORNE (United Kingdom) Rapporteur to the Assembly on the question of international
assistance to refugees.

36. Close of the Session.

After the customary expressions of thanks, the CHAIRMAN pronounced the session closed.


