
[Di;tri buted to t/UJ Council and · 
· the Members of .the League.] C~ 8. M. 5. 1931. I. 

Geneva,. March 1931. 

LEAGUE OF NATIONS 

• 
. PROTECTION OF LINGUISTIC, 

RACIAL OR RELIGIOUS MINORITIES 

BY THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

Resolutions and Extracts from the Minutes of the Council, 

Resolutions and Reports adopted by the Assembly, 

relating to the 
. . 

Procedure to be followed in Questions ~oncerning 

the Protection of Minorities. 

Second Edition 

. Serie• of Leape of Nation• Publicatio.ll8 • • 
' 

I. B. MINORITIES V 
1931 1. a: 1. 



EXPLANATORY NOTE. 

This collection comprises : · . . 
The text of the reaolutions passed by the Council of the League of N at10ns Iaym1 

~own rules of procedure applicable to minority petitions_; . 
The text of the discussions, reports and .n?tes rela~g t~ those. ~solutu_ms ; 
Extracts from the proceedings of the Council m connectiOn With petitions on Its agenda, 

the examination of which has raised questions of principle relating to procedure. 
The reports and resolutions adopted by the A~sembly on this. subject ~ also reprodu~d, 

with references to the records of the plenary meetmgs and comm1ttee meetmgs of the various 
sessions of the Assembly at which these questions have been discussed • 

• 
• • • 

The provisions contained in the various international instruments at present in force 
relating to the protection of linguistic, racial or religious minorities by the League of Nations, 
have been assembled in document C.L.ll0.1927 .I. (Annex), published in August1927. The acta 
by which these provisions were placed under the guarantee of the League of N a tiona bear the 
following dates : 

Albania . . .. 
· Austria . • . . 

Bulgaria 
Czechoslovakia .· 
Estonia . . . . . . . . . . 
Finland (Aland Islands) . . 

. Germany (see Upper Silesia). 
Greece .· . 
Hungary . 
Latvia .. 
Lithuania· ... 
Memel 1 

Poland .. 
Roumania .. 
Siiesia (Upper) 
Turkey .... 
Yugosla¥ia • . . -. 

February 17th, 1922. l 
- October 27th, 1920. 

October 27th, 1920. 
November 29th, 1920. 
September 17th, 1923. 
June 27th, 1921 • 

September 26th, 1924. 
August 30th, 1921. 
September 1st, 1923. 
December 11th, 1923. 

February 13th, 1920. 
August 30th, 1921. 
July 20th, 1922. 
September 26th, 1924. 
November 29th, 1920 • 

' A~banian D~laration of October 2nd 1921 . 
cfate, th11 _Declaranon 11'&11 pl3Cf'd onder th~ · By a reoolutto~ adopted by the Council on the aame 
the Alb&~~~an Government. Ratification too:""pl ran tee ofF bthe League aa from the dato of ratification by 

1 . ace on e ruary 17th, 1922 · 
Artic·le 11 of the Convention relative toM . · 

:!_!:;el Territoryh ), aigned at Pari& on May 81j.mf91:mt~?'h and A~iclea 26 and 27 of Annex 1 (Statute 
Li b nee 1i'lt the tran•itory proruion of 'h , • w tc. e":.me mto forr-e, aa rcgarda Lithuania, in 

1 uaruaa Government. The W.trument of raiii· e tiConventdton conaequent upon ratification by tbe 
tea on waa epooited at Paria on llcptem ber 27th, lll2~ .. 
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PART I. 

TEXT OF THE COUNCIL RESOLUTIONS 

1. REPORT PRESENTED BY M. TITTONI AND ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL 
OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS ON OCTOBER 22ND, 1920.1 

The Council of the League of Nations has thought it advisable to determine the nature 
and limits of the guarantees with regard to the protection of minorities provided for by the 
different Treaties. 

The stipulations of the Treaties with regard to minorities are generally defined in the 
following terms : . 

" The country concerned agrees that the stipulations in the foregoing articles, so 
far as they affect persons belonging to racial, linguistic or religious minorities, constitute 
obligations of international concern and shall be placed under the guarantee of the League 
of Nations." 

The stipulations with regard to minorities declare further that the .country concerned 
R agrees that any Member of the Council of the League of Nations shall have the right to 
bring to the attention of the Council any infraction, or any danger of infraction, of any of 
these obligations, and that the Council may thereupon take such action and give such direction 
as it may deem proper and effective in the circumstances." 

The countries concerned have further agreed that any difference of opinion as to questions 
of law or fact arising out of these a.rticles between the Government concerned and any one 
of the Powers a Member of the Council of the League of Nations shall be held to be a dispute 
of an international character under Article 14 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, which 
dispute shall, if the other party thereto demands, be referred to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. 

Up to the present. time, international law has entrusted to the great Powers the guarantee 
for the execution of similar provisions. The Treaties of Peace have introduced a new system ; 
they have appealed to the League of Nations. 

The Council and the Permanent Court of International Justice are the two organs of 
the League charged with the practical execution of the guarantee. 

It may be advisable at the outset to define clearly the exact meaning of the term 
" guarantee of the League of Nations ". It seems clear that this stipulation means, above 
all, that the provisions for the protection of minorities are inviolable- that is to say, they 
cannot be modified in the sense of violating in any way rights actually recognised and without 
the approval of the majority of the Council of the League of Nations. Secondly, this stipulation 
means that the League must ascertain that the provisions for the protection of minorities 
are always observed. 

The Council must take action in the event of any infraction, or danger of infraction, 
of any of the obligations with regard to the minorities in question. The Treaties in this 
respect are quite clear. They indicate the procedure that should be followed. 

The right of calling attention to any infraction or danger of infraction is reserved to 
the Members of the Council. 

This is, in a way, a right and a duty of the Powers represented on the Council. By this 
right they are, in fact, asked to take a special interest in the protection of minorities. 

Evidently this right does not in any way exclude the right of the minorities themselves, 
or even of States not represented on the Council, to call the attention of the League of Nations 
to any infraction or danger of infraction. But this act must retain the nature of a petition, 
or a report pure and simple ; it cannot have the legal effect of putting the matter before the 
Council and calling upon it to intervene. 

1 See page 13. 
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Consequently, when a petition with fe?8l"d to the qnf.'ation ?f min~ritie_s is addressed to 
the Lt>aaue of Nations the Secretary-Geuernl should commurucate 1t, Without comment, 
to the llembers of the Council for information. This communication does not yet constitute 
a judicial act of the Lt>ague or of its organs. The c~mpeten~ of the C~uncil_to deal with' ' 
the question arises only when one of its Members draws 1ts attention to the infractiOn or danger 
of infraction which is the subject of the petition or report. . 

The State interested, if it is a Member of the Lt>.ague, is informed at the same time as 
the Couneil of the subject of the petition. As a matter of fact, the Secretary-General bas 
for some time adopted the procedure of forwarding immediately to all the Members of the 
League any document forwarded for the information of Members of the Council. This 
information, which may give the State concerned an opportunity of sublnitting to the 
llembers of the Council such remarks as it may consider desirable, does not, however, partake 
of the nature of a request of the Lt>ague for information with regard to the subject of the 
petition, nor yet does it imply, with regard to the State concerned, the obligation of furnishing 
evidence in its defence. 

Any cases where, as the result of the petition, the intervention of the League seems to 
be urgently necessary, the Secretary-General may also adopt the above procedure, but, in 
view of the urgency of the case, he will forward the petition in question to the Members of the 
Council as soon as possible (by telegraph if he thinks it advisable). 

Each Pow~ represented ~n the Coun~~ may demand that an urgent Council meeting 
be aum~oned m ~rd~ce With the Pf?VlSlons of the regulations in force. 

~his. precaution will have the obJect of preventing any sudden act of oppression 
of mmonties. 
. ~ the Council approves of the interpretation that I have had the honour to develop 
1t Dllght adopt the following resolution : · ' 

" The Council invites its Members to draw [the very special attention of their 
Governments to the conclusions arrived at in the present report." 

2. RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL 
ON OCTOBER 25m, 1920.1 

For a ~efinition of the conditions under which the Council shall enrcise the owers 
~!~ to It b~the Cov1en~nt an~ by !arion~ Treaties for the protection of minoriti~s. the 

approv a reso ution which will be lDBerted in its Rules of Procedure : 
" With a view to assisting Me be f th c · · · . 

duties IWl regards the protection o:O~ ~ti e 't ~uncil_m the exermse of their rights and 
members appointed. b him . on es, 1 IS demable that the President and two 
or communication addr:Ssed to ~:e t~aguh cas; NB~uld ~rhoceed to con.sider ~ny petition 
of infraction of th Ia f e 0 a ons Wlt regard to an infractiOn or danger 
would be held as ~~onu':: ~he the J[.eaties for the p~ote_ctio~ of minorities. This enquiry 
to the notice of the Membe:.e or~h~rCcommilu~catJOn m question had been brought ounc . 

3. RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL ON JUNE 27m 1921' 
With reference to M: Tittoni' rt ' · 

Council of the League of NatioU: :::o~v~s ~:it~d on October 22nd, 1920, at Brussels, the 

".All petitions concerning the protec>tion f . . . 
~b':' from petitioners other than Memb 0 lllifontJes under the prol'isions of the 
unmediately communicated to the State con:!:O:d. the League of Nations shall be 

~ See 1'"1!~ 15. 
See page HI. 
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"The State concerned shall be bound to inform the Secretary-General, within three 
weeks of the date upon which its representative accredited to the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations received the text of the petition in question, whether it intends to make any 
comments on the subject. 

" Should the State concerned not reply within the period of three weeks, or should 
it state that it does not propose to make any comments, the petition in question shall 
be communicated to the Members of the League of Nations in accordance with the 
procedure laid down in M. Tittoni's report. 

"Should the State concerned announce that it wishes to submit comments, a period 
of two months, dating from the day on which its representative accredited to the 
Secretariat of the League receives the text of the petition, shall be granted to it for this 
purpose. The Secretary-General, on receipt of the comments, shall communicate the 
petition, together with the comments, to the Members of the League of Nations. 

"In exceptional and extremely urgent cases, the Secretary-General shall, before 
communicating the petition to the Members of the League of Nations, inform the 
representative accredited to the Secretariat of the League of Nations by the State 
concerned. 

" This decision shall come into immediate effect for all matters affecting Poland 
and Czechoslovakia. 

" With regard to other States which have accepted the Treaty provisions relating 
to the protection of minorities, the Council authorises the Secretary-General to inform 
them of the decision taken in the case of Czechoslovakia and Poland and to ask thPm 
to state whether they wish the same procedure to be made applicable to them." 

<&. RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL ON SEPTEMBER 5TH, 1923.,1 

With reference to the previous resolutions relating to the procedure to be followed with . 
regard to the protection of minorities, dated October 22nd and 25th, 1920, and June 27th, 
1!121, the Council of the League of Nations decides that : 

1. In order that they may be submitted to the procedure established by the Council 
resolutions dated October 22nd and 25th, 1920, and June 27th, 1921, petitions addressed 
t-o the League of Nations concerning the protection of minorities : 

(a) Must have in view the protection of minorities in accordance with the Treaties: 
(b) In particular, must not be submitted in the form of a request for the severance 

of political relations between the minority in question and State of which 
it forms a part ; 

(c) Must not emanate from an anonymous or unauthenticated source ; 
(d) Must abstain from violent language; 
(e) Must contain information or refer to facts which have not recently been the 

subject of a petition submitted to the ordinary procedure. 

· If the interested State raises for any reason an objection against the acceptance of a 
petition, the Secretary-General shall submit the question of acceptance to the Pre~ident. of 
the Council, who may invite two other members of the Council to assist him in the cons1derat10n 
of this question. If the State concerned so requests, this question of procedure shall be 
included in the agenda of the Council. 

2. The extension of the period of two months, fixed by the resolution of June 27th, 
1921, for observations by the Government concerned on the subject of the petitions m~y be 
authorised by the President of the Council if the State concerned so requests and if the 
circumstances appear to make such ·a course necessary and feasible. 

1 See page 19. 
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3. The Mmmunication, in accordance 'll"ith the resolution of June 27th, 1921, to the 
Members of the Lea!!Ue of petitions and of observations (should there be any) by the 
Government concerned shall be restricted to the Members of the Council. Communications 
may be made to other Members of the League or to the general public at the request of the 
State concerned, or by 'l"irtue of a resolution to this effect passed by the Council after the 
matter has been duly submitted to it. · 

•· The consideration of petitions and observations (should there be any) of the 
Governments concerned by the President and two other members of the Council, in accordance 
with the resolution of October 25th, 1920, shall be undertaken with the sole object of 
determining 'll"hether one or more Members of the Council should draw the attention of the 
Council to an infraction or danger of an infraction of the clauses of the Treaties for the 
protection of minorities. The right reserved to all Members of the Council of drawing 
its attention to an infraction or danger of infraction remains unaffected. 

5. The present resolution shall be communicated to the Governments which have signed 
treaties or made declarations concerning the protection of minorities. 

5. RESOLUTIO!i ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL ON JUNE lOTH, 1925.1 

The Council of the League of Nations,· 

. ~onsidering that, by the ~ol~tion of Oc~ber 25th, 1920, it was decided, with a view to 
88818tin~ Members of the Council m the exerCise of their rights and duties as regards the 

. prot~h?n of minorities, that it ill desirable that the President and two members appointed 
by him m each _case s~ould proceed to consider any petition or communication addressed to the 
~~e of Nat1ous Wit~ regard~· a.n. infraction or danger of infraction of the clauses of the 

::'~1es for the pro~ct~on ?f nunoJC!ties, and that this enquiry should be held as soon as the 

CpetJtJcilon or commumcatwn m questwn has been brought to the notice of the Members of the 
oun , 

Decides 

I. If the Acting President of the Council ill : 

~be represe';ltative of the State of which the persons belongm· g to the min "t · 
question are subJects, or on Y m 

to tb~'::t~e:::~~:t?!: =~!~?~~~tate of the State to which the persons belonging 
Therere tti f J' 

ethnical pokt ~f ~e;e.:; t:e ~~ ~p':!ajorig of whose pop~ation belong from the 
question, as e persons belongmg to the minority ~ 

that the duty which falls upon the President f th Co . . . 
resol~tion of October 25th 1920 shall be 0 

rf e lf~il m accordance with the terms of the 
exercised the duties of Pre~ident'inmlediatelpe ~;me tb YAth_e mem~r of the Council who 
the same position. Y ore e ctmg President, and who ill not in 

IL The PreRident of the Council in a . . · . 
the r~Iution of October 25th, 1920 'shall pp~mtmg_two _of hill colleagues in conformity with 
to wb1ch the pel"HOns belonging to the · n~ ":Ppomt ~Jther the representative of the State 
of a State neighbouring the State to whi':~~~ Y m questwn are subject or the representative 
Stat~ a majority of wh~se population belong ~:l:~o~~ a~ s

1
ubj_ect, or ~he representative of a 

as e pel"HOns m questwn. e mea pomt of VIew to the aame people 

I g..., page 3~. 
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6. RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL- ON JUNE 13TH, 1929.1 

· The Council : 
(a) Decides to add to the provisions contained in its previous resolutions regarding 

the procedure for the examination of minorities petitions the following provisions : 

1. Receivability of Pctiti0118. 

. When the Secretary-General declares a petition non-receivable, he will inform the 
petitioner and, if necessary, will communicate to him the Council resolution of September 5th, 
1923, laying down the conditions of receivability of minorities petitions. 

2. Composition of Minorities Committees. 

The President of the Council may, in exceptional cases, invite four members of the 
Council to ex·amine minorities petitions instead of two as laid down in the Council resolution 
of October 25th, 1920. 

3. Frequency of the Meetings of the Minorities Committees. 

The Council considers that it would be desirable for Minorities Committees to take into 
account the possibility of holding meetings in the intervals between sessions of the Council, 
whenever they think it expedient for the examination of individual petitions. 

4. Communications concerning the .Action taken on Pctiti0118 by the 
Minorities Committees. 

(i) When the members of a Minorities Committee have finished the examination of a 
question, without asking that it be placed on the Council's agenda, they will communicate 
the result of their examination by letter to the other Members of the Council for their 
information. The Secretary-General will keep the relevant documents at the disposal of the 
Members of the Council. -

(ii) The Secretary-General will distribute once a year, for the information of all the 
Members of the Council, a document reproducing the letters addressed during the year, as 
described above, by the various Minorities Committees to the Members of the Council. 

S. Publication of the Result of the Examination of a Question by a Minorities Committee. 

The Minorities Committees should consider carefully. the possibility of publishing, with 
the consent of the Government concerned, the result of the examination of the questions 
submitted to them. The Council earnestly hopes that the Governments will, whenever 
possible, give their consent to such publication. The information might be published in 
the Oftieial Journal and might consist of the letter from the Minorities Committee informing 
the other Members of the Council, or any other text that seemed expedient. 

6. Regular Annual Publications concerning the Work of the League in connection 
with the Protection of M inoritie.,. 

The Secretary-General will publish. annually in the Oftieial Journal of the League 
statistics of: (1) the number of petitions received by the Secretariat during_t~e year; (2) the 
number of petitions declared to be non-receivable; (3) the number of petJtiOI_lS declared to 
be receivable and referred to Committees of Three; (4) the number of Committees and the 
the number of meetings held by them to consider these petitions; (5) the number of petitions 
whose examination by a Committee of Three has been finished in the course of the year. 

1 See page 82. 



-12-

(6} The pn'Sellt resolution will be communicated to the States which have accepted 
stipulations for the protection of minorities. 

(c) The report prepared by the Japanese representative, as Rapporteur, with the 
&&ristanee of the British and Spanish representatives (document C.C.M.l ), including the 
annexes thereto,• together with the Minutes of the meetings of the Council sitting in committee 
for the examination of this question and those of the present meeting of the Council, will 
be communicated to all the Members of the League and will, in accordance with practice, 
be published. 

~'H'"'ationa of the Government. of Alllltria Bu!g . . 
Croata ':fi9'J1• L&t'fla, Lith~ the Netberbnd8 p~:fU::- Czec~o•lovaki~, EBtonia, Gcrmauy, 
organioa~oL veo .. aod lhntzerlaod, aod aloo the tU. of uman.w, ~be Kmgdom of the Serbs, 

_ commurucatlonl from &8110Ciationa and 
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PART II. 

EXTRACTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE. COUNCIL. 

l. DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE RESOLUTION OF OCTOBER 22ND, 1920 
(TITTONI REPORT). 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE TENTH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL -
MEETING HELD ON OCTOBER 22ND1 1920. 

M. TITTONI read a report on the protection of minorities. 

Mr. BALFOUR considered that the Covenant and the Treaties which provided for the 
protection of minorities laid a thankless and difficult task upon the Members of the Council. If 
it were necessary to protect a minority, one of the Members of the Council would have to take 
upon itself the duty of accusing the State which had not fulfilled its undertakings. 

M. TITTONI rema.rked that the Council possessed great freedom of action. If, after 
examination, it decided to consider the complaint of a minority, it might institute an 
investigation, or itself make suggestions, or refer the matter to the Permanent Court. As a 
matter of fact, except in the case of the Jews, minorities are always related to a State which 
willingly place the cause before the Council of peoples who considered themselves oppressed. 
The task laid upon the Council was far from being a pleasant one, but the Council could 
scarcely refuse to accept it. 

Mr. BALFOUR asked if the Council had not a legal right to refuse to accept the guarantee 
for the protection of minorities. and if it could not consequently make reservations with regard 
to the procedure to be followed by the Council in providing for their protection. 

The general opinion of the Council was that it could, legally, refuse to guarantee the rights 
of minorities, but t.hat, in practice, this was impossible, and could only have the most deplorable 
consequences, as the Treaties had been accepted by the parties concerned with the utmost 
difficulty and it was necessary to avoid further reducing their authority. 

Mr. BALFOUR asked that his remarks should be inserted in the Minutes. 

The reporl and resolution submitted by M. Tittoni were adopted. 

Annex.1 

·THE GUARANTEE OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS IN RESPECT OF THE MiNORITIES CLAUSES 
OF CERTAIN TREATIES. 

h'f']lort, presented by the Italian Representative, M. Tittoni, and adopted IJy the Council of the 
League of N ationa Meeting in Brussels on October 22nd, 1920. 

~he Council of the League of Nations has thought .it advis~ble .t? deterll_line the nature 
and limits of the guarantees with regard to the protectiOn of mmont1es pl'OVIded for by the 
«lifferent Treaties . 

. , Annc:x 115 to tho Minutes of the Tenth Session of the Council. 
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. ul ti" of the "'-aties with n>_,..;~ ro minorities are generally defined in the The stlp a ons · ~.,,, S"' u . 

following terms : 
• The country concerned a,o-rees that. the. sti~ul~tions ~ _the fo~go~g article~, so 

far as tht>y affect pt'rsons bt'longing ro ractal, lingwstic or religlous mmor1t1es, const1tute 
obligations of international concern and shall be piaeed under the guarantee of the Leagne 
of Nations." 

The stipulations with n>gard to minorities declare further ~hat "the country co~cerned 
"agrees that any llembt'r of the ~nncil '!f the _Leagne of Nations sh~ hav~ the nght to 
bring ro the attention of the Connell any infraction, or any dan~ of ~tion, of. any_ of 
these obligations, and that the Coun_cil ~ay then;upon take su~h action and gtve such direcbon 
&II it may deem proper and effective m the eucnmstan~ . . . . 

The countries concerned have further a,ureed that any difference of opnnon as to quest10ns 
of law or fact arisin"' ont of these articles bt'tween the Government concerned and any one 
of the Powers a lle.;bt'r of the Council of the Leagne of Nations shall be held to be a dispute 
of an international character under Article H of the Covenant of the League of Nations, which 
dispute shall, if the other party thereto demands, be referred to the Permanent Court of 
International J nstice. 

l:"p ro the present time, international law has entrusted ro the great Powers the guarantee 
for the execution of similar provisions. The Treaties of Peace have introduced a new system : 
they have appt'!lied ro the League of Nations. 

The Council and the Permanent Court of International Justice are the two organs of. 
the League charged with the practical execution of the guarantee. 

It may be advisable at the ontset ro define clearly the exact meaning of the term 
"guarantee of the League of NatiollB ". It seems clear that thil stipulation means, above 
all, that thl' provisions for the protection of minoritil's are inviolable - that is to say, they 
cannot be modified in the sense of violating in any way rights actually recognised and without 
th_e ap1_1roval of the majority of the Council of the League of N a tiona. Secondly, this 
~p~t~on means that the League mnst ascertain.that the provisiollB for the protection of 
mmontlea are always observed. 

The Connell ~us~ take. action in the event of any infraction, or danger of infraction, 
of any of the ~bligatlons w1th n>gard ro the minorities in question. The Treaties in this 
n>spect ~ qwte cle~. They. indicate the procedure that should be followed. . 

The nght of calling attention ro any infraction or danger of infraction is reserved ro 
the llembers of the Council. · 
. Thil is, in~ way, a right and a duty of the Powers represented on the Connell. By this 

nght th_ey are, m. f~t, asked ro ~ke a special interest in the protection of minorities. · 
EVIdently, thil nght does not m any way exclude the right of the minorities themselves 

: even :::::~ea l!ot represen~ on t~e Connell, ro call the attention of the League of Nation~ 
or :0! twn or ~ger of_ infraction. But thil act mllBt retain the nature of a petition, 
Connctl:l~linS:dn8lpomnp~et ;.~t .catennot have the legal effect of potting the matter before the 

., 1 .., m rvene. . 

the ~':~n!~t~~t7i:Sn ~J!:1~:!.;ith~a;j ro the question of minorities is addressed to 
to the llembers ~f the Connell for inf;~~e S.::?,~d comm~~te it, without comment, 
a judicial act of the League or of its -1on. ""' commnrucation does not yet constitute 
the question arise~ only when one of its o~n~ The co~petence '!f the Co~eil to. deal with 
danger of infraction which is the snbjec~mof ~h draws. ~ts attent10n to the infract10n or the 

The State interested if it is a 11 e pet1t10n or report. 
the Conn(-iJ of the snbj~t of the t~~ber of the League, is informed at the same time as 
for some time adopted the proced:C 0~~~r!' fuma~ter of. fact, the Secretary-General has 
~e any doc"11IIlent forwarded for h . ar g _lDlmediately to all the Membel"fl of the 
mfonnation, which may j!ive the St ~ e mfonnatwn of llernbers of the Council. This 
llemben of the Connci!soch remarkA ~ it concern~ an opportunity of submitting to the 
of ~h.e nature of a rec1uest of the Le ro maY: conKid~ deHir_able, does not, however, partake 
Jlf'fltwn, n_or ~et d<lell it imply, with r~r~ ~~~Smtatlon w1th regard to the subject of the 
endence m 1ts dt:fence. e tate concerned, the obligation of furnishing 
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· Any cases where, as the result of the p~tition, the intervention of the League seems to 
be urgently necessary, the Secretary-General may also adopt the above procedure; but, in 
view of the urgency of the case, he will forward the petition in question to the Members of the 
Council as soon as possible (by telegraph if he thinks it advisable). 

Each Power represented on the Council may demand that an urgent Council meeting 
be summoned in accordance with the provisions of the regulations in force. 

This precaution will have the object of preventing any sudden act of oppression 
of minorities. 

If the Council approves of the interpretation which I h·ave had the honour to develop, 
it might adopt the following resolution : · 

" The Council invites its Members to draw the very special attention of their 
Governments to the conclusions arrived at in the ·present report." 

2. DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE RESOLUTION OF OCTOBER 25rn, 1920 
(COMMITTEE OF THREE). 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE TENTH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL - MEETING HELD 
ON OCTOBER 23RD1 1920. 

· M. HYMANS said that he had beenmuchimpressedbytheobservationsmadeataprevious 
meeting by Mr. Balfour on the invidious position of a Member of the Council charging another 
Power with an infraction of the Minorities Treaties. He wondered whether a procedure 
could not be devised such that no Member of the Council need take action unless there was 
a strong movement of public opinion in favour of dealing with the matter. He suggested 
that all petitions addressed to the League notifying an infraction, or danger of infraction, of 
the rights of minorities should be communicated to all the Members of the Council, and that 
the Council should then at its discretion submit such petitions to a Committee of three of its 
Members, who would examine them and report to the Council at its next session. 

M. TITTONI pointed out that, if this procedure were adopted, it must not interfere 
with the right of any one Member of the Council to take the initiative if he so desired. The 
Secretary-General added that the petitions in question must in any case be sent to all Members 
of the League. 

Mr. BALFOUR observed that the Council was free to decide the way in which it should fulfil 
its obligations to deal with these petitions, and submitted that the regulations suggested by 
M. Hymans left untouched the principles defined in the . Treaties. 

It wtU agreed that the auggestiom of M. Hymana ahould be adopted a8 a rule of procedure 
of the Council and that the legal advisera of the Council ahould find a formula whereby thitt 
procedure might be reconciled tvith the text of the Treaties. 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE TENTH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL - MEETING HELD 

ON OCTOBER 25TH, 1920, 

For a definition of the conditions under which the Council shall exercise the powers 
granted to it by the Covenant and by various Treaties for the protection of minorities, the 
Council approved a resolution which will be inserted in its Rules of Procedure : 

" With a view to assisting Members of the Council in the exercise of their rights 
and duties as regards the protection of minorities, it is desirable that the President and 
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two members appointro by him in each case shoU:~d p~ to consider ~ny p~tition 
or communication addressed to the Lea,aue of Nations w1th re~d to a!l in?:&ction or 
dan!!er of infraction of the clauses of the Treaties for the p~t~tio~ of llllll?flties. This 

"'· -ould be held as soon as the petition or commUlllcatlon m question had been 
enqmry R h C il " brought to the notice of the Members of t e ounc . 

3. DISCUSSIO~ CONCERNING THE RESOLUTION OF JUNE 27TH, 1921 
(COIDIUYIC.ATIO~ OF PETITIONS TO INTERESTED GOVERNMENTS). 

Exnucr FBOll THE MlNuTES OF THE THIBTEENTH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL - MEETING 
HELD ON JUNE 27TH, 1921. 

The representatives of Czechoslovakia and Poland took their seats at the Council table. 
.A report by the Secretary-General'Was read on the protection of minorities (Annex 222). 

This report referred to a letter which had been received from the Governments of 
Czechoolovakia and Poland (Annex 22"2a). 

M • .AsKENAZY said that be. was glad that he had reachro an agreement on this question 
with the representative of Czechoslovakia. He observed that a question of principle was at 
stake : the right of any person suffering injll5tice to appeal to the League of Nations must be 
safeguarded, but, on the other band, measures mll5t be taken to prevent the abuse of this 
right. 

Tlu rtporl "''" adoptrd. 

The representatives of Czechoslovakia and Poland withdrew. 

Annex I. I 

REPORT BY THE SE<,'RETABY-GEI><:BAL, A..'ID RESOLt:TION li>OPTED BY THE COUNCIL 

ON JIDo"E 27TH, 1921. 

Th~ Secretary-General baa ~ad the honour of submitting to the Council for ita consideration 
~;!~tt;r:0'f9~· .As~enazy, Phlish representative attached to the League of Nations dated 
June 4th: 19;;1: an a note om the Foreign Minister of the Czechoslovak Republic: dated 

These two notes contain proposala f th dm minority questions in M Titto ., or . e amen ent of the procedure laid down for 
19:?0, at Bfll58l'ls. · w 8 report, which was adopted by the Council on October 22nd, 

The procedure laid down in ll. Tittoni'a report waa aa followa : 
• When a petition with regard to th · f . 

of Nations, the Secretary-General sho-:uanestion o ~o~ties ~addressed to the League 
llemben of the Council for informati C?mmnwcat:e Jt, Without comment, to the 
judicial act of the League or of its or on. Thl8 commnwcation does not yet constitute o 
qneiition arises only v.-he~ one of itfana. ~he ~mpet.:nce of the Council to deal with the 
the _?anger of infraction, which is the .::t~m t er; h awa _1~a attention to the infraction, or 

The State interested if 't · M Jec 0 t e pehhon or report. 
the Coone~ of the aubje<-1:' of 

1th~ ~u:J::::er;f the League, is informed at the ~arne time as 
for some time adopted the procedure of forw8 a~at!er of f~, the Secretariat-General has 
League any document forwardoo for th . arf g li:Dmediately to all the Mem bera of the 

e lD ormatiOn of the Members of the Council. 

' An.nes 222 to the liinut.. of the Thirt th H . 
een """""u of the Council. 
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This information, whic~ may give the State. concerned a~ opportunity of submitting to the 
Members of the Council such remarks as 1t may cons1der desirable, does not, however, 
partake of the nature of a request of the League for information with regard to the subject 
of the petition, nor yet does it imply, with regard to the State concerned, the obligation 
of furnishing evidence in its defence." 

The amendments to this procedure, proposed in the Polish and Czechoslovak notes, are 
almost identical. For this reason, the Secretariat decided that it was desirable to invite the 
representatives of these two Governments to meet at the offices of the Secretariat in order to 
try to prepare a joint proposal. This meeting has taken place, and the representatives of the 
two Governments concerned have announced that they recommend the adoption of the 
following draft resolution, T~e Secretariat also supports this proposal. 

Resolulron. 

" With reference to M. Tittoni's report, adopted on October 22nd, 1920, at Brussels, 
the Council of the League of Nations resolves that : · 

" All petitions concerning the protection of minorities under· the provisions of the 
Treaties from petitioners other than Members of the League of Nations shall be 
immediately communicated to the State concerned. The State concerned shall be bound to 
inform the Secretary-General, within three weeks of the date upon which its 
representative accredited to the Secretariat of the League of Nations received the text of 
the petition in question, whether it intends to make any comments on the subject. Should 
the State concerned not reply within the period of three weeks, or should it state that it 
does not propose to make any comments, the petition in question shall be co=unicated 
to the Members of the League of Nations in accordance with the procedure laid down in 
M. Tittoni's report. 

" Should the State concerned announce· that it wishes to submit comments, a period 
of two months, dating from the day on which its representative accredited to the 
Secretariat of the League receives the text of the -petition, shall be granted to it for this 
purpose. The Secretary-General, on receipt of the comments, shall communicate the 
petition, together with the comments, to the Members of the League of Nations. 

" In· exceptional and extremely urgent cases, the Secretary -General shall, before 
communicating the petition to the Members of the League of Nations, inform the 
representative accredited to the Secretariat of the League of Nations by the State 
concerned. 

" This decision shall come into immediate effect for all matters affecting Poland and 
Czechoslovakia. 

" With regard to other States which have accepted the Treaty provisions relating 
to the protection of minorities, the Council authorises the Secretary-General to inform them 
of the decision taken in the case of Czechoslovakia and Poland and to ask them to state 
whether they wish the same procedure to be made applicable to them." 

Annex 2.1 

LETTER FROM THE MINISTRY FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF THE CZECHOSLOVAK REPUBLIC 

TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL. 

Prague, June 4th, 1921. 

The Permanent Secretariat of the League of Nations has communicated to all the Members 
of the League the memorandum of the President of the "Austrian Association for a League of 
Nations" (Council document No. F.6) with regard to the protection of minorities in Austria 
and in Czechoslovakia. In this memorandum, the Czechoslovak Republic and its President are 
attacked in the most violent manner by a private organisation. 

1 Annex 22211 to the Minutes of the Thirteenth Session of the Council. 



-IS-

The Government of the Czechoslovak Rt>public considt>rs. that ~t is b~nea!h its dignity to 
entt>r into a eontroversy, as, in its opinion, this memorandum lS obviously msp~red by a hatr~d 
of ewrvtbing not Gt>rman. . · 

I am convinced that, ll"hen it commu~cat_e~ thiS ~emorandum to all the States ¥embers 
of the Lea,."'le for their information, the Minorltl~S sec;t!On of ~be ~~rmanent Secretanat acted 
in strict eonformity with the instructions contamed m Y. T1ttoru s report, approved by the 
Council at Brussels on October 22nd, 1920. Nevertheless, in view of the fact that there is 
notbina t~ prev~>nt the repetition of such an occurrence, I have the honour,. on behalf of the 
Czecho~ovak R~>public, t~ beg Your Excellency t~ be so g?od as to subnut the following 
proposal for the decision of the Council of the L~gue of Nations : 

• The Council of the League of Nations adopts th~ following amendment to 
Y. Tittoui's report, which was approved at Brussels on October 22nd, 1920 : 

· • The Permanent Secretariat of the League of Nations is instructed immediately 
t~ transmit petitions emanating from private bodies, and affecting the honour or 
interests of one or more Members of the League of Nations, to the Government 
coneerned in order that it may have an opportunity of expressing its opinion on the 
matter within a period of two months before the petition is circulated, in accordance 
with the instructions contained in M. Tittoui's report. In exceptional and extremely 
urgent cases, the Secretary-General shall, before circulating the petition, at any rate 
inform the delegate accredited to the League of Nations by the State concerned." 

For the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of the Czechoslovak Republic : 

Annex 3.1 

(Signed) Dr. V. GIR.«A, 

.Minuter Plenipotentitlry. 

LE'rrER PROll THE POLISH REPRESENTATIVE TO THE LEAGUE OP NATIONS 

TO THE SECB.ETARY-GE!Io"ERAL. 

Geneva, June 3rd. 1921. 
The report on the guarantee of the Leagu f N . . . . 

of certain Treaties submitted by M. Titt~ui and:: t.!:'~ns h C:pec_t of .the minorities clauses 
on October 22nd, 1920, recognises • the ced op Y t e ~cil !'t 1ts meeting at Brnssels 
llem~rs of the League any document fofw~ d ured -f of hfo'"!arding _Immediately to all the 
Council ". . r e or t e information of Members of the 

In accordance with this resolution the Secret · 
League~ number of petitions submitted' by individ ar;:.at hlUI ~orwarded to the Members of the 
to qoes!wn. ua or bodies whose authority appears open 

. This Procedure, although doubtless b d - . . . 
~lieve themsel_ves injured an opportunitaseof on a_Jnstifi~ble desire to afford to those who 
disadvantage : .'t lays before the lllembers !f th statmg theu ,case,, possesses one very great 
~liable or biased, while the State concern e ~e one-sided mformation, which is often 
11 ~~--~~no opportunity of atating ita~ ~ieih the Sta!e agai!Jst whom the petition 
th 8 poss! ty of aubsequently refutin th e .same time lUI Its opponents. 

e tate. coneerned does not alwaya com~nsa~ ~O:htl?n.e made against them afforded to 
___ _____ e IDJury suffered from this procedure. 

' Anw,x 2224 to the llinut.,. of the Thirteenth 8 . 
elll!loo of the Coundl. 
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I have therefore the honour to submit for the Council's approval the following 
interpretation of the resolution of October 22nd : 

" All petitions emanating from sources other than Members of the League of Nations 
shall be previously. examined by the Secretary-General, who, on his own authority, shall 
decide that no aetwn shall be taken with regard to petitions signed by persons whose 
authority is open to question. . 

" The Secretary-General shall forward to the State concerned petitions which he 
considers worthy of consideration. . 

" The State concerned shall be bound to inform the Secretary-General, within three 
weeks of the date on which it receives the text of the petition, whether it intends to furnish 
any explanations. 

" Should the State concerned not reply within the period of three weeks, or should 
it state that it does not propose to furnish any explanations, the petition in question shall 
be communicated to the Members of the League of Nations, in accordance with the 
procedure already adopted by the Secretariat-General. 

" Should the State concerned declare that it wishes to furnish explanations on this 
subject, a period of two months, dating from the day on which it receives the text of the 
petitign, shall be granted for this purpose. On receipt of the explanations, the Secretary
General shall either communicate the petition, together with the explanations, to the 
Members of the League of Nations or shall refrain from so doing if the State concerned 
expresses a wish to that effect and if, in the light of the explanations given, he considers 
that the petition is not worthy of consideration." 

(Signed) S. AsKENAZY. 

4. DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE RESOLUTION OF SEPTEMBER 5TH, 1923 
(RIO-BRANCO REPORT). 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE TwENTY-SIXTH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL- MEETING 
HELD ON SEPTEMBER 5TH, 1923. 

M. Skirmunt, representative of Poland, and M. BeneA, representative of Czechoslovakia, 
took their seats at the Council table. 

M. DE RIO-BRANCO submitted his report to the Council. 1 

The resolutions at the end of the report were read. 
M. SKIRMUNT, representative of Poland, recalled the fact that the Polish Government 

had submitted two notes to the Council.• The suggestions contained in the first of these 
had all been more or less adopted by the Rapporteur and were embodied in his draft resolution. 

. The same did not apply, however, to the suggestions made in the second note, which, 
M. Skirmunt admitted, bad been presented rath'er late, at the end of August. with the result 
that perhaps it bad been somewhat difficult to investigate them thoroughly. He did not 
insist, therefore, on their being examined to-day. He ouly wished to say a few words of 
explanation. . · · 

The Polish Government considered, first of all, that, as regarded the procedure to be 
adopted in dealing with problems relating to the protection of minorities, the best system 
would be one which would render their solution easy without immediate recourse to 
international intervention. Such intervention should only take place in cases where no 
equitable solution giving satisfaction to the legitimate claims of minorities could be found 
without it. On the basis of these general considerations, the Polish Government bad suggested 
that petitions coming from the interior of a country should first pass through the bands of the 
Government concerned. In this way, the matter might perhaps be settled. 

1 See page 24. 
1 See pagui 31 and 36. 
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. h following · petitions presented by . international 
The second. suggest~on was ~ ~rference in· the internal affairs of a country should 

org.\nisat_ions wh~eh ~o~s~tutedt an fo put the procedure into action, a_lthough ~t was certain 
be set asllle as not bern., 0 :Una .ure ntitled to obtain the necessary mformat.ion from any 
that ll'-'_mbers. of the Con~ . were fre m int4lrnational associations. 
sourre, mcluding commurucat!Ons d Polish note l\l Skirmunt had found examples which 

Since the despatch_ ?f the ~co!odifications of th~ procedure proposed in this note, but 
no~ only proved t~e tutili~y 0~:e eneed for establishing elearly that, apart from the Council 
;fh~~~ t~~fN ati~n~, 0~ foreign interference in the minorities questions of a State could 

be t~:r~:!id like to quote as an example a passage in a n~te from th~ German Governme~t 
1 . ted to the Permanent Court of Int~rnat10nal Justice ~t The Hague m 

recent r pre~~ the question of German colonists in Poland. The followmg statement had 
~~e;;.~~~ b~ the German Gonrnment in this note (Chapter II, page 17): 

" Although the German Government does not ~onsider that it is ~ailed u~on to 
take up a definite position in the memorandum 1tse~ as. regards . thi_s questi_?n of 
competence it nevertheless considers that it must assert Its nght and Its mteres~ m the 
carrying ou't of the protection of minorities guaranteed to Germany by Article 93, 
paragraph 1, of the Treaty of Versailles." . 

It was obvious that the provisions of Artic~e 93 of the Treaty of Ve:sail_l':s had be~n ca~ed 
out by the signatories of the Minorities Treaties_. It w~ now _the _Mmont1es Treatle~ which 
were in force and which alone should be taken mto consideratiOn m matt4lrs concermng the 
protection of minorities. Germany had gained no rights through being a signatory 
of the Treaty of Versailles ; it was a claim which had to be set aside absolutely, and the Polish 
Government protested in a note presented to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

M. Skirmunt drew attention to this matter as an example indicating that these questions 
were very serious and would have to be closely examined in the near future. 

If the idea of the League of Nations were considered to be the establishment of a new 
order in Europe, and if the Minorities Treaties Wl're to be considered as tending to stabilise 
and to fortify this new order, the question of minorities had to be considered with a view 
to tbe protection of these minorities when their rights were infringed ; this view was accepted 
by Poland and by a certain number of other Powers. But, if this question were treated 
in a clumsy manner, the result might be, not to stabilise the new order, but to exercise a 
<lissociating and destructive influence. which was certaiul:v not the intention of the League 
of Nations or of its Council. · • 
. In conclus!on, ll. Skirmunt asked the Council to recognise that the questions raised 
'n the last Polish note were deserving of examination in the not-too-distant future. 

~- I!E Rro·BRANco. said that, like the Polish representative, he considered that there was 
nothing ~ the _resolut~on before. the Council which precluded a subsequent examination of 
the questions With which M. SkJ:munt h~d jus~ d~alt. Personally, as Rapporteur, M. de 
R10-Branco would be_ glad to.contmue th~ mveshgation of these questions in the light of any 
subsequent observations which the Polish Government might wish to make. 

M •. BENEs, rep~esentative of C~hoslovakia, waa in complete agreement with the 
resol~t10n proposed m the repo:t. Like the representative of the Polish Government, he had 
submit~d a note to the Co~~il of the League of Nations in the name of his Government.' 
He eralonsdidillie~dul that th~ proVlSIO~s of the resolution would be of great assistance in settling 
seve c t questiOns and m regulating as "t th h · 
conce~g the protection of minorities. • I were, e w ole treatment of quest10ns 

contain r;!~~~ft!::t!!!:~;rn~ze~~~=l~!att: Po:sh representa~ive, they_ appeared _to him to 
lllinorities Treaties ; he also considered that ~~ ~or a~ the States which had. SII,'lled t~1e 
Rapporteur might examine them with e o~nC!l o~ the League of N at10ns and Its 
n<·gotiation. advantage, With a VIew to subsequent discussion and 

1 See page 35. 
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Lord Robe~ CECIL said that he had not the slightest objection to the suggestion made by 
the representative of Poland and supported by the representative of Czechoslovakia · the 
propos.als made in the secc;md Polish note should be regarded as serious suggestions. He aireed 
also With the representative of Poland that there were two sides to this question. It was 
important that the rights of the minorities should be preserved and that there should not be a 
recrudescence of ill-treatment of minorities, which was a danger to the peace of the world. 
Minorities, however, should recognise that they were part of the States in which they lived, and 
they should do their utmost to co-operate with the Government in order to preserve the 
stability and good government of the State. . 

Paragraph 3 of the draft resolution before the Council proposed that petitions should only 
be communicated to the Council and not to the Members of the League. He was a little 
apprehensive of appearing to take away the rights of the Members of the League without first 
communicating with them. As M. Hymans, the Chairman of the Sixth Committee of the 
Assembly, was present, Lord Robert Cecil wondered whether it would not be possible to consult 
the Sixth Committee regarding the proposal before the Council. It seemed to him awkward for 
the Council to say : " In the past we communicated certain documents to all Members of the 
League ; now we are going to communicate them only to the Members of the Council ". 

M. CoLBAN, Director of the Minorities Section of the Secretariat, observed that the right 
to bring before the Council matters which might be regarded as constituting infractions of the 
stipulations relating to minorities belonged to Members of the Council exclusively. 

In 1920, when the Council was dealing with questions of procedure, the usual practice of 
the Secretariat was to send to all Members of the League all documents circulated to Members 
of the Council. In his report of October 22nd, 1920, M. Tittoni had stated clearly that petitions 
and other sinillar documents should be communicated without comment to the Members of the 
Council and, at the· same time, to all the Members of the League. In this way, the State 
concerned, if a Member of the League, would receive notification of the petition and would be 
in a position to forward to the Council any observations it might desire to make. 

Subsequently, on June 27th, 1921, the Council altered its procedure, deciding that petitions 
regarding the protection of minorities emanating from petitioners other than Members of the 
League would be communicated to the State concerned before being circulated to the Members 
of the Council and of the League. It therefore did not seem necessary to continue to distribute 
petitions to all Members of the League in order that the interested Government might be 
informed of them. 

. In his report, the Brazilian representative had defined the object of communicating 
minorities petitions- namely, to afford the Members of the Council an opportunity of deciding 
whether it was desirable for them to refer the matter to the Council in conformity with the 
treaties. This purpose would still be fulfilled, even if the distribution of documents were 
restricted to the Members of the Council. 

There were, it was true, other arguments which merited consideration. It was sometimes 
a matter of great difficulty for the Secretary-General, when deciding whether a petition was 
acceptable or no, to determine if any specific petition deserved examination by the Council. 
The work of the Secretariat would be greatly facilitated if the distribution were restricted to the 
Members of the Council alone. Cases might also arise in which the Government concerned 
would be less inclined to give the Council its wholehearted assistance if certain petitions were 
distributed to fifty-two Governments. The Assembly had very properly laid stress, the year 
before, on the advantage of semi-official and friendly co-operation between the Council and the 
States concerned. 

Another argument, to which great importance must obviously be attached, was that any 
possibility of malicious propaganda must be avoided .. !~ was evident that, whatever ~he care 
taken by the Secretariat, there would always be a posSibility that Members of the Coun<:il would 
receive petitions, accompanied by the observations of the Government concerned, .w~ch w~re 
not in all respects in conformity with the rules laid down, or which advanced an opnnon which 
was not expressed in clear terms, or which might throw discredit on some State if the document 
in question were published or commented on by the Press. 

Accordingly from all points of view - the constitutional, technical and political points of 
view - there w~re good reasons for confining the distribution of petitions to the Members of 
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the Council. It was within the Council's province h> decide in what manner the ABsembly 
would be notified of this new procedure. 

M. BE:s£8 pointed out that the proposal. ~ubmitted by the Polish and ~zechos~ovak 
GovPrnmPn~ to restrict the distribution of petitions was the result of three year~ .experience, 
durin" which the Council and the parties concerned had ~n able to f~rm a~ oprnwn. At the 
be · :ring of the League's existence, there were no t!flditions goverru?g this proc~dure. No 
p~ure had been laid down in the Minorities Treaties and the Treaties of Peace rn general ; 
it had grown np gradually. . . . 

The procedure discussed last year m the SIXth Committee .of th!l Assembly and agreed 
to by the members of the Committee had been adopted, to the satiSfactiOn of all concerned. He 
noted that last year's debates were now J;lroducing . verr. important. results. Peace.ful 
conditions had been established in all countries and mmoritles and natiOnals were working 
toaether in greater harmony. This circumstance should cause the greatest satisfaction. 

" The Czechoslovak Government had felt bound t-o submit its proposal in order to prevent 
the use of petitions, not for promoting peaceful conditions, but rather - as had too often been 
the case- for purposes of propaganda. He added that the Czechoslovak proposal continued 
to safeguard the right of the Council and all interested parties to communicate these petitions 
to all Members of the League ; but he thought it would be preferable that such distribution 
should not take place quite automatically, so that the Members of the Council might be in a 
position to consider whether such communication was necessary or useful. 

M. Bene§ referred, by way of example, to the fact that a number of petitions, which were 
practically propaganda ll,!f<linst the Czechoslovak Government, had been communicated to the 
latter, in conformity with the procedure adopted hitherto, before they had been submitted 
to the Members of the Council. The Czechoslovak Government had been forced to reply in order 
to avoid creating a ba;d impression, but this had resulted in the creation of a large amount of 
~ork and the expenditure of much unnecessary energy. These were the reasons which had 
mduced the Czechoslovak Government to submit i~ proposal and which led it to desire that 
petitions should be examined by the Members.of the Council in the first place. This would not 
prevent documents be_ing distributed to all the Members of the League when necessary . 

. Lord_ Robert Cecil, moreover, had suggested that explanations should be given on this 
subJect either to the Assembly or to the Sixth Committee. He entirelv aureed with this 
proposal. • " 

T~e question of co~municating petitions had, moreover, been raised last year in the Sixth 
Comnuttee an~ attention had then been drawn particularly to the right of l'tlembers of the 
~gue ?f Nat~ons to have these documents communicated to them. It was pointed out that, 
m dpractiCe, this procedure had been adopted in the interests of the Council of the Secretariat 
an of the States concerned. ' 

Com!it!!e~~~J~~:;~1that :~t Min:;rs of the ~resent meeting should be sent to the Sixth 
various speakers. y, w IC wo d thus be informed of the observations made by the 

The SECRETARY-GENERAL reminded th C il th t h ' · 
on the agenda of the Assembl . the Min e ounc ~ t e questwn of mmorities was not 
automatically to all the State! Members ~te: ~f t';f :~tm!!' would, however, be communicated 
any Member of the League desiring to '! 0tha e eg~twns present at Geneva. Therefore, 
Committee. raiSe e question could bring it before the Sixth 

Lord Robert CECIL thought that this r ced · 
most admirable and useful discussion had~ t m;e wo.uld do. :r.I. Bene A had rightly said that a 
last year_. He was glad to hear that it h~ ~n P ac: m the Six~h Committee .of the Assembly 
~~ an~ous to maintain the good unders 00? 0 gr~at serviCe to the ':anous States. ~e 
~':Dg rue to any possible misunderstandin t:endin~ whl~h had been obtamed and to avOid 
1t, m ~me way or another, to be explainJ t g~ding th1s matter .. For this reason, he wanted 
Council to do anything that was contra 0 t_ e Assembly that 1t was not the desire of the 
a full explal'lation and without giving th? .;t ti! m~rest of any .Member of the League without 
observations which they desired. em rs 0 the League an opportunity of making any 
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It might be sufficient to distribute the Minutes, but he thought that something a little more 
formal would be desirable, such as a communication to the Sixth Committee. 

M. HYMANS said that, as Chairman of the Sixth Committee, he would be in a position to 
transmit a communication to the Committee, after which supplementary explanations might 
be given if required. 

M. BENES said that he entirely agreed with this proposal, which he thought would be likely 
to produce good results. He pointed out, moreover, that the question had been raised in the 
Council some time ago and that the Council might have taken a· decision in the matter two or 
three months previously. ·It was quite by chance that the question had been laid before it 
during the Assembly. . 

The following resolution, submitted by the Rapporteur, was adopted by the Co1mciT, after 
two drafting amendments, proposed by Lord Robert CECIL and M. HANOTAUX respectively, 
had been inserted : 

" With reference to the previous resolutions relating to the procedure to be followed 
with regard to the protection of minorities dated October 22nd and 25th, 1920, and June 
27th, 1921, the Council of the League of Nations decides that: 

"(1) In order that they may be submitted to the procedure est-ablished by the 
Council resolutions dated October 22nd and 25th, 1920, and June 27th, 1921, petitions 
addressed to the League of Nations concerning the protection of minorities : 

" (a) Must have in view the protection of min·orities in accordance with the 
treaties; 

" (b) In particular. must not be submitted in the form of a request for the 
severance of political relations between the minority in question and the State of 
which it forms a part ; 

" (c) Must not emanate from an anonymous or unauthenticated source ; 
" (d) Must abstain from violent language ; 
" (e) Must contain information or refer to facts which have not recently been the 

subject of a petition submitted to the ordinary procedure. 

" If the interested State raises, for any reason, an objection against the acceptance 
of a petition, the Secretary-General shall submit th~ question of acceptance to the 
President of the Council, who may invite two other members of the Council to assist him 
in the consideration of this question. If the State concerned so requests. this question of 
procedure shall be included in the agenda of the Council. 

" (2) The extension of the period of two months fixed by the resolution of June 27th, 
1921, for observations by the Government concerned on the subject of the petitions m~y be 
authorised by the President of the Council if the State concerned so requests and if the 
circumstances appear to make such a course necessary and feasible. 

" (3) The communication, in accordance with the resolution of June 27th, 1921, to 
the Members of the League of petitions and of observations (should t~ere be any)_ by_ the 
Government concerned shall be restricted to the Members of the Council. Commurncatwns 
may be made to other Members of the League or to the general public at the req_nest of the 
State concerned, or by virtue of a resolution to this effect passed by the Council after the 
matter has been duly submitted to it. 

"(4) The consideration of petitions and observations (should there be any) o~ t~e 
Governments concerned by the President and two other members of the .Council, m 
accordance with the resolution of October 25th, 1920. shall be undertaken w1th the sole 
object of determining whether one or more Members of the Council should draw the 
attention of the Council to an infraction, or danger of an infraction, of the clauses of th~ 
Treaties for the protection of minorities. The right reserved to all Members of the Council 
of drawing its attention to an infraction, or danger of infraction, remains unaffected. 

" (5) The present resolution shall be com~unicated to t~e Gov~rn~e~ts,which 
have signed Treaties or made declarations concernmg the protectiOn of mmont1e~. 
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Anne:~ 1. 1 

R B CO AND RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL 
REPORT BY M. DE IQ- RAN ' 1923 

ON SEPTEMBER 5TH, • 

I. 

On J 16th 1923 the Polish ~presentative communicated to. th!l League of ~ations 
an~ary Wrung certain observations in regard to the pnnctples governmg the 

a mem~ran fum. co~~:ti. by the Council and to the rules of procedure established for this protection o mmon es 

purp~s:·~ ril 5th, 1923, the Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign ~airs communica0d to ~he 
League a ~ote also making certain observations on the .resolutto~s ~f. th~ Council relative 
to the rocedure to be followed in regard to the protectiOn of mrnonties. 

Onp August 22nd, 1923, the Polish representative addres_sed a further note to the ~a,g:ue 
supplementing his note of January 16th and dealing With the acceptance of mmonty 
petitions. • 

II. 

It may be advisable to recall briefly the proc:edure at present in force as regards the 
protection of minorities by the ~e of Nations.. . . . .. 

The different Treaties which mclude clauses dealing With the protectiOn of mmollties 
all contain provisions which are generally in the following terms : 

The country concerned agrees that the stipulations in the articles in question, so 
far as they affect persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities, constitute 
obligations of international concern and shall be placed under the guarantee of the 
League of Nations. The country concerned also agrees that any Member of the Council 
of the League of Nations sha.ll have the right to bring to the attention of the Council 
any infraction, or any danger of infraction, of any of these obligations and that the 
Council may thereupon take such action and give such instructions as it may deem proper 
and effective in the circumstances. The country concerned further agrees that any 
difference of opinion as to questions of law or fact arising out of these articles between 
the Government concerned and any one of the Powers Member of the Council of the 
~e of Nations shall be held to be a dispute of an international character under 
Article 14 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, which diapute shall, if the other 
party thereto demands, be referred to the Pennanent Court of International JuRtice. 
The decision of the Pennanent Court shall be final. 

The Council has, moreover, established certain rules in the following resolutions on the 
procedure to be followed. 

(1) _The report of M. Tittoni approved by the Co~ncil on October 22nd, 1920. - This . 
report first Jar~ down that the ~a~ntee of the League of Nations means, in the first place, 
that the prOVISIOn~ of the Treaties ~ regard to minorities are inviolable and secondly that 
the League o~ Nat10na mu~~ ascertain that these provisiona are always observ~d. The ~port 
&en e:phas~ the P.rOVISions of the Treaties that the right of calling the attention of the 
th:OMemt::~/~~~i~ 0J da~ge~ of ~tion ~f the clauses of the Treaties is reserved to 
in the teet" f! c. ! w 0 • m Virtue of thiS fact, are a~~ked to take a special interest 
the Me!~ ;;~h~fc!:~RtJes. Tht~ report further points o_ut that the right of initiative of 

oes no m any way e:~clude the nght of the minorities themselves, 

~ ~nnex 558 to the Minntee of the Twen""·oixth 0 ___ , f tb Co . 
t;ee page 31. •J """"'on o e unell. 

1 See page 35, 
• See page 36. 
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or even _of Sta~es not represente.d on t~e Council, .to call the atten~ion of the League of Nations 
to any infract1on or danger of infract10n, but this act must retam the nature of a petition or 
a report pure and simple, and it cannot have the legal effect of putting the matter before the 
Council. When a petition concerning minorities is addressed to the League, the Secretary
General should communicate it without comment to the Members of the Council for 
information. The State interested, if it is a Member of the League, shall be informed at the 
same time as the Council of the subject of the petition, since any document forwarded for the 
information of Members of th~ Council is, in principle, forwarded immediately to all the 
Members of the League. In this way, the State concerned has an opportunity of submitting 
to the Members of the Council such remarks as it may consider desirable. 

(2) The Council resolution of October 25th, 1920, provides that the President of the 
Council and two Members of the Council appointed by him in each case should proceed to 
consider any petition or communication addressed to the League of Nations with regard to 
an infraction or danger of infraction of the clauses of the Treaties for the protection of 
minorities, and that this enquiry should be held as soon as the petition or communication 
in question has been brought to the notice of the Members of the Council. 

(3) The Council resolution of June 27th, 1921. -According to the terms of,this resolution, 
which takes the form of an amendment to the resolution mentioned above of October 22nd, 
1920, and which was based on proposals submitted simultaneously by Poland and 
Czechoslovakia, all petitions concerning the protection of minorities, under the provisions 
of the Treaties, from petitioners other than Members of the League of Nations shall be 
immediately communicated to the State concerned before being brought to the notice of 
the Members of the League. The State concerned shall have a time-limit of three weeks to 
inform the Secretariat whether it intends to make any comments. Should the reply be in 
the affirmative, it shall have a period of two months in which to submit its observations, 
which shall be communicated, together with the petition, to the Members of the Council 
and to the Members of the League. 

In exceptional and extremely urgent cases, the Secretary-General may communicate 
the petition in question to the Members of the Council with the shortest possible delay (by 
telegraph if he considers it necessary). Before making this communication, the Secretary
General must inform the representative accredited to the Secretariat of the League of Nations 
by the State concerned. 

All the States concerned adhered to this resolution. 
In regard to the acceptance of petitions, a certain degree of control is exercised by the 

Secretariat (see document C.517.M.366.1921). The rules established for this purpose 
provid& that such petitions must fulfil the following conditions : 

(a) They must have in view the protection of minorities in accordance with the 
Treaties. · 

(b) In particular, they must not be submitted in the form of a request for the 
severance of political relations between the minority in question and the State of which 
it forms part. 

(c) They must not emanate from an anonymous or unauthenticated source. 
(d) They must abstain from violent language. 

III. 

The memorandum of the Polish delegate, dated January 16th, 1923, states that the 
Polish Government considers that, in view of their origin, the Minorities Treaties should 
only be applied in a restricted and not an extended sense, and within the same limits as would 
have been the case had they been applicable to the great Powers and the original Members 
of the League of Nations. • . . 

In the opinion of the Polish Government, the essential purpose of the protect10n of 
minorities is to secure for them a normal existence within the limits of the States to which 
they belong. This object cannot be attained by means which are prejudicial to the 
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lid ti. n of these State8 but only by the natural application, within each State, of the 
ronso ao • ""cal · "I dlgal h F principlt>s of fret"doru and equalit.y in the ~liti , ec?nouuc, S?CUl an e sp eres. . or 
this normal mt>thod it is impossible to substitute any mterventwn or: p~ssure from O!JtSI~e ; 
it can only hinder the free development of relati~ns between t~~ maJonty an~ th~ mmonty. 

The llinorities Treaties have ereated an entirely new pos1t10n. It was meVItable that 
the new system should present disadvantages at first. One of these disa~vantages was the 
printing and distribution to all the Members of the League of ~ocum~nts.":hich we~ addressed 
to the League by persons claiming to speak on. beha!f of van.ous .~mont1e~. Thi~ proced';U'e 
was in contradiction with the provisions contamed m the Minorities Treaties, wh1ch proVIde 
for the exercise of initiative in minorities questions exclusively by " any Member of the 
Council of the League of Nations". The Polish Government, desiring to remedy defects 
in proc.-dure, suggested; in a note dated June 3rd, 1921, certain modifications, which were' 
approvt>d in substance by the Council in a resolution adopted on June 27th, 1921. This 
resolution thus represents the first step towards an improvement in the methods to be followed 
in n>gard to petitions from minorities. 

The Polish memorandum next deals with the constitution of a special committee, 
consisting of the President and two members of the Council, established by the resolution 
of October 25th, 1920, and state8 that the procedure by means of the Committee of Three 
would seem, in a sense, to relieve a State Member of the Council from 'part of the individual 
responsibility which must be the corollary of its right of initiative in regard to bringing 
minorities questions before the Council, by dividing the responsibility between three Members. 
This procedi!re, in the view of the Polish Government. considerably weakens the value of 
the express guarantee given by the Treaties to the State concerned. In consequence, the 
Poli~h no,·ernment iM of the opinion that : 

" With reference to the Council's resolution dated June 27th, 1921, it should be 
decided that no petition from a minority may be communicated to the Members of the 
League of Nations except in virtue of an express resolution adopted by the Council to 
that effect at the request of one of its Members ; · . 

" That the investigations, the grounds of judgment and the findings of the Committee 
of Three should be regarded purely as internal routine work information for the use of the 
Co~cil and. the Sec:etariat. o_f .th~ Lea:gu~ of Nation~, and should not constitute a. legal 
action carrymg the nght of nntia.tive Within the meanmg of Article 12 paragraph 2 of the 
Treaty ; ' ' 

" That th~ procedure laid down in Article 12, paragraph 2, aforesaid should be 
exactly and strictly observed in every individual case · and .. ' 
be 

. That, consequently, no question connected with the protection of minorities should 
laid before th.e Council of the League of Nations except on the deliberate and the 

spo~ta~eons motwn of a. S~ate Member of the Council of the League of Nations, without 
predilu~dce, how!'ver, to the ~ght of any other State Member of the Council to associate itself 
m VI ually With such motwn." 

IV. 

~ willh · firsnow deal :wJ.t~ the various proposals made by the Polish Government · 
e t questwn IS whether it is possible to modif th d · · 

in such a way that the petitions of minorities after submi Y. ~ P~~ceGure hitherto employed 
should be communicated to the Members of th C . ssion o e overnments concerned, 
of the League, unless the matter be laid bef e ~~neg only! ~nd not to all the other Members 
force, or nnless the Council adopt an express r:!Iuti e ~0::~ m conformity with the rules in 
concerned expressly request it. on 18 effect, or unless the Government 

In deciding whether such restricted · ulat" h 
!'bo:ve all, bear in mind what is the ob"ec:~~ Ion s. oul_d be ~dop~d, th~ _council should, 
18 BLII!ply to supply information to th~ Mem:m~O:~cagng m.m!lrltles pet1t10ns. Its object 
ex':rcli!e the right of initiative reserved to th rs 0 e ouncil m order to enable them to 
This would be attained by restricting the eire~~· by t!h:h clauses of the Minorities Treaties. 

Ion e Members of the Council only. 
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When the procedure of circulating minorities petitions to all Members of the I.eague 
was a"llproved by the adoption of M. Titto~~:i's report on October 22nd, 1920, the practice then 
established was that all documents commumcated to the Members of the Council for information 
were simultaneously communicated to all the Members of the League. Since that time this 
practice has not been strictly observed. 

Circulation of the petitions to all the Members of the League allowed the State concerned 
to submit any observations it desired in regard to a petition which would not have come to 
its notice if it .ha~ been communicated. only to the Members of the Council. According to 
the procedure mstltuted by the resolutiOn of June 27th, 1921, the petition is now brought 
to the notice of the States concerned even before it is circulated to the Members of the Council. 

The claus~s of the Minorities Treaties have been placed under the guarantee of the 
~eag~e.of NatiOn~. !ro~ the outset, therefore, all the Mm;nbers of the League were interested 
~ ga~ng some msight mto t~e pro~lem of the protection of minorities and· in following 
m detatl t~e development of this questiOn .. The ~ules of procedure have now been established, 
and the thud Assembly held a thorough discussion on the general problem of the protection 
of minorities by the League of Nations. It might therefore well be left to the Members of 
the Council alone to take note of the concrete questions raised by the petitions. 

Many of the petitions are of so little interest, especially after the Government concerned 
has submitted its observations, that they are hardly worth bringing to the notice of all the 
Members of the League. 

If the petitions were circulated only to the Members of the Council, it would become 
impossible to use the system of petitions for the purpose of malicious propaganda against 
a State Member of the League. 

I agree with the second paragraph of the Polish proposal that examination of petitions 
by the President and two members of the Council, in virtue of the resolution of October 25th, 
1920, should not constitute a legal action which would automatically bring before the Council 
a question of the infraction of a clause of the treaty. By that resolution the Council merely 
intended that, whenever a concrete minorities question came to the notice of the Members 
of the Council, it should be submitted to a detailed examination by at least three of its Members. 
In order to bring a question of an infraction or a danger of infraction of a clause of a 
Minorities Treaty before the Cotmcil, a further act is necessary, such as a report or an official 
communication to the Council by one or several of its Members acting in virtue of their right 
of initiative in accordance with the treaty. 

Lastly, as regards the proposals of the Polish Government concerning the application 
of Article 12, paragraph 2, of the Polish Treaty (and of the sinillar clauses in the other 
minorities treaties), I would point out that the Treaties contain no indication in regard to 
the manner in which a Member of the Council should bring an infraction before the Council. 
Each State represented on the Council is free to decide in what manner and under what 
conditions it will draw the attention of the Council, either on its own account or in conjunction 
with other Members of the Council, to an infraction of a clause in a Minorities Treaty. It 
would hardly be advisable for the Council to limit the rights of the Governments represented 
on the Council by drawing up rules of procedure or by imposing formalities not contained in 
the treaties. 

V. 
The Czechoslovak note, dated April 5th, 1923, may be summarised as follows : 
(1) The Czechoslovak Government first draws attention to the fact that, under the terms 

of the Minorities Treaties, persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities are 
not regarded as legal persons. Although the Tittoni report says that the right of ~embers 
of the Council to call attention to any infraction does not in any way exlcude the right " of 
the minorities themselves " to forward to the League of Nations petitions or reports, the 
Czechoslovak Government understands the expression " minorities themselves " to be a 
mere abbreviation of the words which occur in the Treaty: "Persons belonging to racial, 
religious or linguistic minorities ". The Czechoslovak Gov_ernmen~,. moreover, is of op~on 
that, in principle, the right to address to the Lea:gue of N atwns petft~ons or re~orts. r:egardmg 
the protection of minorities is held by all, and IS not. merely !" pnvilege of mmonties. The 
Minorities Treaties did not create organisations possessmg the nght to speak and act on beh~~;lf 
of the " minorities ", but placed their protection in the hands of the lllembers of the Council. 
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I am in agreement with the Czechoslovak Government on this point. ~ ~ave alrea.dy 
stated that the purpose of the communication to the M~mbers ?f. ~he. Council 18 to furmsh 
them with information to enable them to exercise the r1ght o~ ~mtiatlve accorded th~m by 
the Treaties. I have therefore no hesitation in stating that the petitiOns should not be cons1dered 
as pleas in the name of a minority regarded as a legal person, ~ut IJ?e~ly as a s~ur~ .of 
information for the Members of the Council. It follows tha~, ~ pnnClple, the rm~10nt1es 
petitions. may emanat.e. from. any source without other restnct10ns than those WhiCh the 
Council 1tself may see fit to lffipose. . 

(") The submission of petitions to the League of Nations, their transmission to the 
llemb;.rs of the Council and consideration by the " Committee of Three " do not in the 
opinion of the Czechoslovak Government, constitute a legal act. This procedure is only 
a kind of information service for the use of the Members of the Council. As the petitions 
are not charges in the technical sense of the word, the observations submitted by the 
Governments interested are not replies but merely reports. . . 

The point of view held by the Czechoslovak Government corresponds entirely With the 
opinion which I have already expressed in the present report, and is based on previous decisions 
of the Council. · 

(3) With regard to the period of two months fixed by the Council's resolution dated 
June 27th, 1921, for the submission by the Governments concerned of their observations 
on the petitions which have been communicated to them, the Czechoslovak Government 
suggests that the President of the Council should be authorised to grant an extension of this 
period should the circumstances appear to make such a course necessary and feasible. 

I think that the Council will agree to accept this proposal. Cases have already arisen in 
which the Government has been obliged to request an extension of the time-limit owing to 
the technical difficulties arising in carrying out the local enquiries rendered necessary by 
the petitions. In such cases, the Secretary-General has submitted the request for extension 
to the President of the Council of the League of Nations. 

(4) As the protection of minorities is entrusted to the Members of the Council alone, 
the Czechoslovak Government considers that the petitions and reports and also observations 
from the States concerned should only be communicated to the Members of the Council. 
The~ sh?nld ?niY be communicated to the Members of the League either on a definite 
appli~t10n bemg made by the State concerned or in pursuance of a decision taken by the. 
Council under the following clause in the Minorities Treaties : 

• The Council may thereupon take such action and give such direction as it may 
deem proper and effective in the circumstances." · 

In my remarks on ~he Polish note, I have already dealt with this question and I have 
p~posed that the Council should accept the proposal of the Polish Government which agrees 
With that made by the Czechoslovak Government. ' 

d (5) The Czecho~lovak Government considers that, as, for diverse reasons the petitions 
~tereports do not m all cases merit con~iderati?n by the Members of the Co~cil or by the 

concerned, the Secretary-General m~ght reJect at once petitions of the following kinds : 

(a) Those ~hich are only drawn up for propaganda purposes-· that is to say which 
:; not tireally lffiportant, and 1!hich do not make detailed statements or only ~ontain 
Co~n:-~; on or refer to facts which have already been examined by the Members of the 

(b) Petitions which lie outside the scope of the Minon·t·es T t• . 
() p·· . 1 rea1es, 
~ et1t1ons which are incompatible with the dignity of the State. 

At the beginning of my report I ment" ed th 
exercised by the Se<-'l'etariat in this' matter 10;his e control which at the present time is 
to differ greatly from that proposed by th~ c h crntrk) Joes not, in reality, seem to me 
wording of the formula used by the Czechoslov zec os ova ~ve~ment. I.t is true that the 
the Secretary-General with sufficiently clear ~k .~oyernf ment 18. WI~er, but, m order to furnish 

n na or cons1denng the acceptance of the 
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petitio~&, it should, ~ practice, be applie~ approximately in the same manner as the 
regulatwns at present m force. I should be mclined to propose that the regulations in force 
should be retained and that the following fresh clause should be added : 

~· Petitions should contain information or refer to facts which have not recently 
been the subject of a petition submitted to the ordinary procednre." 

It mig~t also be possible to lay ~?wn that, if a Government raises objections, for any 
reason, agamst the acceptance of a petttwn, the Secretary-General should submit this question 
of acceptance to the President of the Council, who may invite two other members of the 
Council to assist him in considering the question. If the Government concerned so requests, 
this question of procedure might be included in the agenda of the Council. 

VI. 

The new Polish note, dated August 22nd, 1923, raises the question as to who is entitled 
to address petitions to the League of Natiohs. 

The Polish Government makes a distinction between petitions submitted by persons 
belonging to minorities in the State itself and petitions submitted by international 
organisations. 

A. -With regard to the first group, the Polish Government is of opinion that the 
regulation adopted by the Council concerning the petitions submitted by the Swedish 
population of the Aland Islands and by the minorities in Upper Silesia should be applied, 
and that all individual or collective petitions submitted to the League of Nations by persons 
belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities of a State signatory to the Minorities 
Treaties should be submitted to the League through the Government of the State interested. 
The Government would forward, together with the petitions, any observations it desireq. 
In cases where petitions are received by the Secretariat of the League of Nations through 
any other channel than that of the Government concerned, they should be returned to the 
signatories with the request to submit them through the Government. 

The Polish Government considers that this system presents certain advantages. 

(1) Any action taken by the local administrative authority by which persons belonging 
to minorities might ·regard the rights guaranteed to them by the Treaties as being infringed 
will be immediately made known to the local authority, which would thus be enabled to 
satisfy, without delay, the legitimate grievances of the persons concerned. . 

I am inclined to think that this might equally well be done under the system actually 
in force. The minorities petitions are, indeed, communicated directly to the Governments 
before being submitted to the Members of the Council : the Government has therefore an 
opportunity of making enquiries from the local authorities and of remedying grievances, 
if they exist. 

(2) :Minorities would have an assurance that the central authority would not fail to 
consider their position and would not seek to obtain support from any foreign Government 
but would take up a loyal attitude to their State. 

With regard to this point, I entirely agree that our object should be to prevent any 
appeal by the minorities to any particular foreign State. It is precisely for this reason that 
Treaties have placed the clauses for the protection of ~orities under the guarantee. of. the 
League of Nations. But for the same reason, I hesttate to recommend fresh restr1et10ns 
in procedure in the matter of the protection of minorities. If the channel of recourse to 
the League of Nations is rendered needlessly difficult, the danger that minorities may appeal 
directly to a neighbouring State is increased. The third A~sembly,_ mo_v~over, passed a 
resolution relating to the duties incumbent on persons belongmg to mmonttes to co-operate 
as loyal citizens of the nations to which they belong. 

(3) The Polish Government is also of opinion that, by adopting ~h.is proc~dur~, the 
number of petitions forwarded to the Council would be reduced to a mmtmum, m .v~ew of 
the fact that every Government could directly satisfy the reasonable demands of petttioners. 
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h t - in the particularly difficult period of transition 
Experit•nce shows, however, t. ~ ' e1en bee~ singularly limited, and I scarcely see the 

after the war, the number of petlt~o~s as this sub ·ect 
nt><'l'ssity of introduci~t. f~~t r~stfw~,G~:~;~~~!n~~fers- n~rueiy, that of the Aland Islands 

The two.~ases t~.;9i .1c ~ ~p~cial cases The Landsti11 g (local Assembly) of the Aland 
and tha~ of ~ P.~e~ · 1 ~s~a - \ to submit a ~om plaint in the name of the population. In 
Ihsl_ands IS tphroVJf e WitharepolB. wt>an t"mportant organ for re.presenting the minority. A special 
t IS <'aSt> ere ore. · ' . · ff" t h · h b 1 · 
machine;v nlso exis'ts in lJpper Silesia; there are llll?ortty o ICes~ wd C pe~s?~s e Anfnlg 
to minori"ties may appeal, and there is also the Charrman of the h xe ·t· omnnsstbon. dd .r IC de 
H;, moreover, of the Convention on Upper Silesia lays down.that t e pet1 ~on ~-ay e a 1esse 
directly to the Council of the League by persons belongmg to the mmont1es. 

B. _With rt>gard to the other group of petitions- that is_ to say, those pr~sent~~ by 
international org:1nisations- the Polish note makes the ~ollowm~ st~teme0:t : Petlho~s 
of this kind constitute an unwarrantable interfer~nce by thrrd parttes. 111 the m!ernal affarrs 
of a sovereign and independent State. The Treaties have merely established relations between 
the State concerned and the States Members of the Council. They have created for the 
State concerned certain obligations towards minorities whi~h are the only pers~ns ~ho be~e~it 
thereby, and who alone are entitled !o in~st on the ~:cymg out of th_ose obliga~wns Wlt~m 
the limits of the procedure in conformity With the provlSlon~ of the Treaties. Any mt~rventlon 
of a State Member of the C01mcil under the terms of Artwle 12 of the Treaty (Polish) must 
necessarily be based on a corresponding request received from the minority itself. But any 
interference by other bodies, whatever their character may be, must be excluded at the outset 
and cannot become the starting-point of any procedure. The communications received 
from international organisations concerning the protection of minorities cannot be regarded 
as constituting anything more than subsidiary documents of an informatory character when 
compared with petitions addressed by the minorities." 

. There would undoubtedly be much to be said in favour of the argument used by the 
Polish Government against intervention by great international but irresponsible organisations 
in the affairs of the State, acting perhaps in opposition to the true interests of the minorities 
in question, if these organisations could directly bring a question before the Council ; but, 
as I ~a.ve emphasised_ several times, sue~ co~munications retain the character of reports 
or pet~tlons _pure and Sllllple, and cannot g~ve n~e to any legal action unless a Member of the 
Co~n.cil dectdes to lay them before the Coune!l. I have already explained that, as these 
pe~Itl?ns are merely sources of information for the Members of the Council, they may, in 
prmctple, emanate from any source whatever without other restrictions than those which 
the Council itself may see fit to impose. I have also emphasised the possible danger of 
framing too restrictive regulations on this subject. 

I have the honour to submit to the Council the following resolution : 

. " With reference to the previons resolutions relating to the procedure to be followed 
wtth ~gard to the protect~on of minorities dated October 22nd and 25th, 1920, and 
June 2•th, 1921, the Council of the Leai!Ue of Nations decides that : 

"_(1) In o~der that they may be submitted to the procedure established by the 
Council resolutiOns dated Octobe! 22nd and ~5th, 1920, and June 27th, 1921 etitions 
addressed to the League of Nations concermng the protection of minorities': p 

T t". (a) Mnst have in view the protection of minorities in accordance with the rea 1es; 

·: (b) In PaT!i~ular, mu.st not be submitted in the form of a re nest for the 
seofverhia!lceh "toff politiCal relatwns between the minority in question a~d the State 

w c 1 orms a part ; 

:: (c) :llnst not e~anate from an anonymous or unauthenticated source ; 
(d) Must abstam from violent language· 

· "I e) ::llnst contain information 0 f to' f . 
the subject of a petition submitted [ r:her dinacts whtch have not recently been 

_ o e or ary procedure. 



-31-

" If the interested State raises for any reason an objection against the acceptance 
of a petition, the Secretary-General shall submit the question of acceptance to thP 
President of the Council, who may invite two other members of the Council to assist 
him in the consideration of this question. If the State concerned so requests this 
question of procedure shall be included in the agenda of the Council. ' 

" (2) The exte?sion of the period of two months fixed by the resolution of June 27th, 
1921, for observatiOns by the Government concerned on the subject of the petitions 
may be authorised by the President of the Council if the State concerned so requests, and 
if the circumstances appear to make such a course necessary and feasible. 

" (3) The communication, in accordance with the resolution of June 27th, 1921. 
to the l\lembers of the League of petitions and of observations (should there be any) 
by the Government concerned shall be restricted to the l\lembers of the Council. 
Communications may be made to other l\lembers of the League or to the general public 
at the request of the State concerned or by virtue of a resolution to this t>ffect passed , 
by the Council after the matter bas been duly submitted to it. 

" ( 4) The consideration of petitions and observations (should there be any) of the 
Governments ·concerned by the President and two other members of the Council, in 
accordance. with the resolution of October 25th, 1920, shall be undertaken with the 
sole object of determining whether one or more Members of the Council should draw the 
attention of the Council to an infraction, or danger of an infraction, of the clauses of the 
.Treaties for the protection of minorities. The right reserved to all Members of the 
Council of drawing its attention to an infraction or danger of infraction remains 
unaffected. 

"(5) The present resolution shall be communicated to the Governments which 
have signed treaties or made declarations_ concerning the protection of minorities." 

Annex 2.1 

LETTER DATED JANUARY 16TH, 1923, FROM THE POLISH REPRESENTATIVE TO THE LEAGUE 
OF NATIONS TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL, AND OBSERVATIONS 

BY THE PoLISH GOVERNMENT. 

The increasing number, importance and complexity of the questions connected with the 
protection of minorities which are continually being brought before the League of Nations, 
and which in certain cases relate directly to Poland, render it necessary to examine closely the 
actual principles on which the protection of minorities by the Council is based, and the rules of 
procedure laid down for the purpose. · 

With reference to certain general observations on this subject in my speech delivered at the 
third Assembly on September 9th, 1922, I am instructed by my Government to communicate 
to you herewith certain remarks on the protection of minorities by the Council of the League 
of Nations. 

In view of the fact that these general remarks may contribute to the establishment of a 
suitable and practical method of applying the principles for the protection of minorities b:y the 
Council with regard to all the States concerned I have the _honour to request tha~ you_ Will be 
good enough to submit them to the Members of the Council of the League of Natwns, m order 
that the Council may, at one of its coming sessions, express its opinion on the ideas and 
suggestions embodied in these remarks. 

• (Signed) S. ASKENAZY. · 

1 See Otficial JO'Umal, May 1923, page• 480-483. 
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ON THE PROTECTION OF MINORITIES BY TilE COUNCIL 

OF THE LEJ.GUE OF NATIONS. 

I. 
~-'~;n th rotootion of minorities signed at Versailles on June 28th, 1919, 

The -r:a~t'-~edea~d Associated Powers ~nd the Polish Republic, was granted to 
betw~n t d eto 11 ~ea States which are now included in the Littl~ Entente. The Polish Go'!ern
~~~: coS:side; that, in view of the origin of this Treaty, of ~ts c_haracter ~s an except10nal 
law, and of all its serious legal omissions, it can only be applied m a restricted and not an 
extended sense. 

II. 

:Moreover, it must not be forgotten that even the g_reat Powers, as. w~ll as other original 
Members of the League of Nations, are Sta~es "!~ose na~mnal ho!Jl_ogeneity IS not complete, for 
they also have a considerable number of mmont1es, racial or religious. Althou~h, from a legal 
standpoint, the clauses of the Minoriti~ Trea~ies_ do not apply to. these States, 1t would never
tho>lo>ss seem just that, in view of the h1gh prmc1ple of the ~quality ~f all the _Members of the 
Le~e of Nations and the principles of equity and humanity by whi?h any liberal treatment 
of minorities must' be inspired, the Treaties in questi~n should be ap_P~CB:ble to Poland and the 
otho>r States to which they have been granted ouly ~ the same spmt, m t~e same form and 
within the same liniits as they would have been applied had they been applicable to the great 
Powers and the other original Members of the League of Nations. . 

III. 

The essential aini of the protection of minorities is to secure for them a normal existence, 
founded on the principles of freedom and equality, within the liniits of the States to which they 
belong. This object cannot be attained by means which are prejudicial to the consolidation of 
auch States ; for, as soon as that process of consolidation is endangered, the welfare of the 
minorities in those States will also be threatened. This fact is of special importance in the case 
of States which were re-established or reconstructed after the great yar. It must be clearly 
realised that minorities do not live in complete isolation; but that, on the contrary, they are, 
by the nature of things, in intimate intellectual and political contact with other countries in 
which they form a majority. Thus, Poland, the German, Lithuanian, White Ruthenian and 
Ruthenian minorities are, to a greater or a less extent, under the influence of Germany, of 
the Lithuania which is governed from Kovno, of Soviet Russia and of the Soviet Ukraine. 
Even the Jews are under the influence of the Zionist organisations abroad, whose eyes are 
turned towards Palestine. 

Poland is the country which, in her past history, has felt most terribly the deplorable 
resultA of such a position. The rights to protection which Poland's three neighbours had 
&rro!nited to themselves in the eighteenth century in connection with the German Lutheran 
and Ruthenian Orthodox minorities led to the dislocation and fall of the Polish State and 
made it:& three neighbour~ partners in the dismemberment of the Polish Republic. ' 

T~ unhappy expenence renders Poland peculiarly cautious and sensitive in relation to 
any fon;r~ protection of ~~orities: T~is important fact must certainly not be overlooked, 
though It IJ!! o~ cours_e, qwte ~posstbl~ m any '!'"BY to compare the beneficent action of the 
League !If N ati?ns With the disastrous mterventmn of the foreign protectors of minorities in 
Poland m the eighteenth century. . 

IV. 

T~e welfare of minorities can only be secured by the natural application to them within 
each S~te bY: mutual agreement of t_he principle~ of freedom and equality in the political, 
ecouo~c~ SOCial and legal spheres. It Is only by thiS process of internal evolution that natural 
orgaruc tree ';liD be created between minorities and the ruling majority in the State in 
~rdance ~rth the nee~a of the security of the State and the requirements of its develop~ent 
an prospenty. For thll! normal method, it ita inlpossible to substitute any intervention or 
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pressure from withou~. On the contrary, su~h intervention or pressure can only hinder the free 
development of relatiOns bet~een the maJority and the minority ; and, moreover, when 
influences fundamentally hostile to the State in question are concerned they may sow the 
seeds of disunion with consequences fatal both to the State and to the m'inority itself. 

v. 
The Minoriti~s Treaty has created a new and wholly exceptional position, so that experience 

alone can reveal Its d.efects as regards the principles which it embodies and its practical disad
vantages, and experience alone can suggest what modifications it would be advisable to 
introduce into it ia order to safeguard th_e just rights of sovereingty and dignity which belong 
to the States concerned. One of these disadvantages became perceptible when the League of 
Nations was called upon to deal with all kinds of petitions which the various minorities began 
to send to the Secretariat. 

. The L~ague of Nations was at. fu;st unable to find the most app!opriate method- exactly 
correspondrng to the nature and limits of the powers entrusted to It- of solving the difficult 
and delicate problem of the protection of minorities. 

Poland was the first country to feel the disadvantages of the system originally adopted. 
A large number of Ukrainian complaints against Poland were sent to the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations, and were, owing to a misunderstanding, printed and distributed to all the 
Members of the League. They were particularly numerous in the autumn of 1920- just at the 
time of the preliminary peace negotiations between Soviet Russia and Poland. The purpose 
of the complaints was obviously to create an atmosphere which would be unfavourable to these 
negotiations. It is significant that, at the same time, the signatories of these Ukrainian 
complaints to the League of Nations addressed protests from Stettin to the Soviet delegation 
at Riga, with reference to the negotiations which had been opened with the Polish Government. 
Complaints against Poland were also sent to the League of Nations by German societies, by 
certain groups of Russian emigrants, and, in general, by various elements which were hostile to 
the consolidation of Poland. Moreover - and this is of the highest importance - all these 
complaints proceeded from sources which had no authority whatever to express the wishes of 
the populations concerned . 

• 
VI. 

It is quite obvious that this procedure was entirely devoid of legal foundation. It was, 
indeed, entirely contrary to the stipulations of the Minorities Treaty. These stipulations 
lay down that, in questions relating to the protection of minorities, action may be taken only 
by" any Member of the Council of the the League of Nations". They do nollay down that any 
private association whatsoever is entitled to take the initiative in submitting questions relating 
to the protection of minorities to the League of Nations. This fact is brought out very clearly 
in the Secretary-General's reply to the Society of German Leaseholders of Properties in Poland, 
dated June 2nd, 1921 (document C.94.M.53.1921.I), in which it is stated that "the subject 
could not be placed on the agenda of this meeting of the Council, unless a Member of the Council 
raised it under Article 12, paragraph 2, of the Minorities Treaty "- The same statement is made 
in the Secretary-General's report submitted to the Third Assembly (document A.6.1922, 
page 461. 

This attitude is, moreover, perfectly comprehensible, for any other would result in 
establishing for minorities, not protection, but a privileged position. In point of fact, any 
member of a majority who is dissatisfied with an administrative decision or judicia_! ~ente~ce 
can only appeal to the courts of his country. When he has reached the supr~me arlm1wstrat1ve 
or judicial authority he has exhausted the civic rights which ate constitutiOnally guarant~d 
to him and finds hi~self at the limits of the sovereignty of his own country. On the other 
hand, in a similar case a member of a minority would have the right to overstep the limits of 
constitutional proced~e, to act as he chose against the sovereignty of the State1 and to seek 
the protection of a species of super-sovereignty. This, the framers of the :rr~aty rightly sou~ht 
to avoid when they laid down in so clear and precise a form the only a?mi~s~ble procedure With 
regard to taking the initiative in cases of intervention on behalf of mmonties. 
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YII. 

· Th Poli·h Government desiring to remedy defects in procedure, but not wishing _for 
e • d t ' mpletely nl'!!'lltive attitude from the purely legal standpomt, 

gener-al ~~a~ons tot a dopt da Jcuone 3rd 19''l certain preliminary modifications of a practical 
sU"""''"'u 10 a no e a e • - • · · 1 nat~ as' to the manner in which petitions sent by private persons, gro~ps or various spema 

· t" h uld be conSJ"dered by the Secretariat of the League of Natwns. These proposals 
Ol'!n\111S8 lOllS s 0 . • • h h c "I f th L ,.. . roved in substance in a resolution on this subJect, whic t e oun?1 o e eague 
:r"~a~Jns adopted on June 127th, 1921. This resolution thus repr~s.ented a fust.ste~ ~owards 
an -improvement in the methods to be allowed in rega~d .to petit!on~ from. mmonties, a?d 
opened the way to a subsequent development of the prellmmary prmmples ~aid down therem. 

VIII. 

Before the int~duction of the amendment referred to, the Council of the League o~ Nati?ns 
had, by a resolution dated October 25th, 1920, determined the l_lro~dure for th~ consider~tiOn 
of petitions from minorities. This procedure involves the ~onstitutwn of a special comnuttee, 
ronsi.<tina of the President and two members of the Council. 

The '"Minorities Treaty was based on the indisputable principle that the. protect_ion of 
minorities ean in no circumstances take the inadmissible form of a dispute carried on directly 
before the League of Nations between the subjects of a State as one party and that State itself 
as the other. On the contrary, the Treaty laid down, as the sole admissible procedure, that the 
consideration of a minorities question .which affected a State bound by that Treaty could only 
be raised before the Council of the League by a State which was a Member of the Council. 
It is for this reason that- as has been pointed out above in Section VI- the Minorities 
Treaty expressly and exclusively assigns the right of initiative in matters· concerning the 
protection of minorities, in every case that may arise, to an individual State which iii a Member 
of the Couneil of the League of Nations. Now, the procedure by means of the Committee of 
Three seems, in a sense, to relieve such a State Member from a part of the individual 
responsibility which must be the corollary of its right of initiative by dividing this responsibility 
among three Members. In place of the individual and spontaneous initiative of a Member of the 
Council it substitutes the collective and automatic initiative of an organisation which was not 
provided for in the Treaty ; and, consequently, it considerably weakens the value of the express 
guarantee given by that Treaty to the State on which it was imposed. 

IX. · 
The ease with which petitions may be submitted to the Secretariat, and the fact that they 

come automatically under the consideration of an organisation which is directly dependent 
o~ the Council- the Committee of Three- encourage petitioners to multiply their complaints 
Without any plauSible reason. The result is that the League of Nations has been involved in 
co_ntinuous actio~ against certain of its Members, owing to the fact that minorities deliberately 
~present their treatmt>nt by the States concerned, whose conduct in their domestic affairs 
!s governed by the_ strictest l_lrinciples of justice. Complaints of this kind have often been worded 
~ a manner. wh1ch constitutes a crinle under the penal code, thus causing regrettable 
disturbances Ill the normal relations between the minorities and their respective Governments.· 
lloreover, shoi!ld the League of Nations intervene in cases which have been dealt with by cot~rts 
of _the e;ountnes whose e;onduct ha11 been challenged, this intervention would, if it gave 
satt•facti?n to the complamts, clearly weaken the authority of the courts which are above all 
politwal mfluenceR. ' 

X. 
The Polil;h Government is of opinion : 

. That, _with refe~e!lce to tl!e Co~c~'s resolution, dated June 27th, 1921, it should be 
decided tha! n? petitiOn fr?m ~ mmonty may be communicated to the Members of the 
Leaguh . ef of ~allons, except Ill virtue of an express resolution adopted by the Council to 
t at I' feet at the request of one of its Members · 

' 
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That the investigations, the ground.s of judgme~t and the findings of the Committee 
of Three s.hould be regarde~ purely as mternal routme. work, information for the use of 
the. CounCil ~nd the ~ecreta~u~t.of.the L~a~ue of Natio!ls, and should not constitute a legal 
actwn carrymg the nght of IDltJative, w1thm the meanmg of Article 12, paragraph 2, of the 
Treaty; 
. That the procedure laid down in Article 12, paragraph 2, aforesaid should be exactly 
and st.rictly observed in every individual case ; and · 

That, consequently, no question connected with the protection of minorities should 
be laid before the Council of the League of Nations, except on the deliberate and 
spo!lta!leous motion of a St~te Member of the Council of the League of Nations, without 
preJudice, however, to the right of any other State Member of the Council to associate 
itself individually with such motion. · 

Annex 3.1 

LETTER DATED APRIL 5TH, 1923, FROM THE MINISTER FOR FOREIGN AFFAIR.~ 

OF THE CZECHOSLOVAK REPUBI.IC TO THE !'RESIDENT OF THE COUNCIL. 

I have the honour to bring to your notice the following observations which the Government 
of the Czechoslovak Republic desires to make in regard to the Council's resolutions concerning 
the protection of minorities in order to prevent certain of the provisions contained in them 
from being construed in a manner incompatible with the Minorities Treaties. 

1. Under the terms of the Minorities Treaties, persons belonging to racial, religious or 
linguistic minorities are not regarded as legal persons. 

The Tittoni report says that the right of Members of the Council to call attention to any 
infraction or danger of infraction does not in any way exclude the right " of the minorities 
themselves" to forward to the League of Nations petitions or reports, and my Government 
understands the expression " the minorities themselves " to be a mere abbreviation of the 
following words which occur in the Treaties : " Persons belonging to racial, religious, or 
linguistic minorities ". Accordingly, my Government is of opinion that, in principle, the right 
to address to the League of Nations petitions or reports regarding the protection of minorities 
is held by all and is not merely a privilege of persons belonging to minorities. 

Further, the Czechoslovak Government ventures to point out that the Minorities Treaties 
did not create organisations possessing the right to speak and act on behalf of the" minorities", 
but placed their protection in the hands of the Members of the Council. Therefore, petitioners 
who, in putting forward their applications, refer to the authority of the "minority" or claim 
to speak on its behalf have no legal basis for so doing. Similarly, it should be noted that peti
tions which are alleged to be from a "minority" are frequently not submitted for the benefit 
of that "minority" at all. It must be remembered that there are professional propagandists 
who, in pursuit of political aims far removed from those of the work of peace to which the 
Minorities Treaties belong, use these Treaties as a means of gaining their own ends. Other 
persons or groups with private interests which may be entirely opposed to the true interests 
of most of the persons belonging to the minority, and may be entirely unconnected with the 
protection of minorities, use that protection merely as a pretext for bringing their own 
mterests before some international authority. 

2. The submission of petitions or reports to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
their transmission to the Members of the Council and consideration by the Committee of 
Three, does not constitute a legal act. Such an act is constituted only by an appeal to the 
Council from one of its own Members. 

1 See Official Journal, July 1923, pages 717 and 718. 
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3. The procedure with regard to petitions. is only a. kind of information servi~ for t~e u~e 
of the lJem~rs of the Council in order to a1d them m the performance of their duties 10 
ronnection lfith the protection of minorities. 

4. As petitions are not " charges " in the technical sense of t~~ word, the observations 
submitted bv the Governments interested are not replies to the petitiOns, but merely reports 
upon them for the use of the Members of the 9ouncil. . , . 

With regard to the period of two months fiXed by the Councils resolutiOn of June 27th, 
19:!1, my Government would suggest that the President of the Council should be authorised 
to grant an ext.-nsion of this period, should the circumstances appear to make such a course 
nt>eessary and feasible. 

5. As the protection of minorities is entrusted to the Members of the Council alone, 
petitions and reports, and also observations from the States interested, should only be commu
nicated to the Mem~rs of the Council. Members of the League of Nations should only be 
informed either on a definite application being made by the State concerned or in pursuance of 
a decision taken by the Council under the following clause in the Minorities Treaties : 
" . • . and that the Council may thereupon take such action and give such direction 
as it may deem proper and effective in the circumstances ". 

6. As the petitions and reports sent to the Secretariat of the League of Nations do not 
in all cases merit consideration by the Members of the Council or by the State concerned 
my Government suggests that the Secretary-General should be authorised to reject at on~ 
petitions of the following kinds : 

. (a) Those which. are only drawn up for propaganda purposes- that is to say, 
which. ~ not n;ally rmportant, and W:hich do not make detailed statements, or only 
contam information or refer to facts which have already been examined by the Members 
of the Council ; 

(b) Petitions which lie outside the scope of the Minorities Treaties · 
(c) Petitions which are incompatible with the dignity of a State. ' 

I ven~ure to inform your E~cellency that the Czechoslovak Government considers that 
t~e CoW?cil of the League of Nations should, on the basis of these observations, adopt a resolu
tion to mterpret and supplement the resolutions mentioned above. 

AnnPx 4.1 

(Signed) Edouard BENES, 
Minister for Foreign Affair~. 

LETIER D•ATED At:Gt:ST 22ND, 1923, FROM THE POLISH REPRESENTATIVE TO THE 
LI:AGt"E OP ::SATIONS TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL, AND SUPPLEMEJYTARY MEMORANDUM 

BY THE POLISH GOVERNMENT. . 
With reference to the memorandum cont · · b · 

minorities by the Council of the Lea e of N ~mg 0 serv~twns on the protection of 
on January 16th last, 1 am instructed fr my G:!~r~s, coftm~rucated by the Polish delegate 
m ... morandum relating to the procedure to be men °. orward to you a supplementary 
petitions from minorities and to the question of pf~~~~ed wd~ regdard to the acceptance of 
by inrernational organisations. 1 wns a esse to the League of Nations 

I v~nture to request you to bring this memorand to h · 
for the11 consideration at the twenty-sixth session.um t e notice of }!embers of the Council 

(Signed) J. DE MODZELEWSKI. 
' ;;..., OfficUJJ Journal, S..pt.,mb<,r 1923, pages 1071 and 1072. 
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MEMORANDUM. 

I. Acceptance of Petitions from M inoritie$. 

With reference to the consideration set forth in paragraphs 5 and 6 of the memorandum 
by the Polish delegate on the protection of minorities communicated on January 16th last, 
and in order better to define the procedure to be followed in connection with minorities 
petitions in the spirit of the provisions already adopted for certain similar cases by the Council 
(resolution dated June 27th, 1921, regarding the protection of the Swedish population in the 
Aland Islands ; resolutions dated May 16th and July 20th, 1922, rejl"arding the provisions 
for protection of minorities contained in Part III of the German-Polish Convention relating 
to Upper Silesia signed at Geneva May 15th, 1922), the Polish Government is of opinion that 
it would be desirable to lay down the following rules. 

All petitions, whether individual or collective, relating to the provisions in the Treaties 
for the protection of minorities should be addressed to the League of Nations by persons 
belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities exclusively through the Government 
of the State of which the petitioners are nationals. The Government would forward, together 
with the petitions, such observations as it might think desirable. Should petitions of this 
nature be received by the f';ecretariat of the League of Nations through any other channel 
t.ban that of the Government concerned, they Rhould be returned to the signatories with 
a request to submit them in accordance with the procedure specified above. 

This system offers the following ad vantages : 

(1) Any action taken by the local administrative authority by which persons 
belonging t.o minorities might regard the rights guaranteed to them by the Treaties as 
being infringed, will be immediately made known to the local authority, which would 
thus be enabled to satisfy without delay the legitimate grievances of the persons concerned. 

(2) Minorities would have an assurance that the central authority would not fail 
to consider the position of persons who, rightly or wrongly, held their rights to have been 
infringed. If convinced of this fact, minorities would not seek to obtain support from 
any foreign Government ; they would gain increased confidence in the goodwill of the 
authorities of their own country, and would take up a Joyal attitude to the State, thereby 
rendering it considerably easier to establish normal relations between the State bound 
by the Minorities Treaty and the minorities themselves. 

(3) The number of petitions to be forwarded to the Couricil of the League of Nations 
would be reduced to a minimum, in view of the fact that every Government could directly 
satisfy the reasonable demands of petitions. It is to be anticipated that, if the procedure. 
suggested by the Polish Government were adopted, Members of the Council would be 
called upon to enforce their right of intervention, as provided in the relevant articles 
of the Minorities Treaties, only in cases which had not been settled by the authorities 
of the countries concerned. 

II. Petitions received from International Organisation'!. 

The Polish Government is, moreover, of opinion that petitions fro.m international 
organisations should not be examined in accordance with the procedure laid down by the 
Council for the application of the provisions of the Treaties for the pro~ction of minoritie~ ; 
in other words, such petitions cannot under any circumstances be commurucated. to the Council. 

As a matter of fact, petitions of this kind constitute an unwarrantable mterfere~ce by 
third parties in the internal affairs of a sovereign and independent State. The Treaties for 
the protection of minorities have merely established relations between the State concerned 
and the States Members of the Council of the League of Nations. They have created for the 
State concerned certain obligations towards minorities. These ~norities are the only _per~ons 
who benefit thereby or who are entitled to insist on the earrymg out of those obligatiOns 
within the limits of a procedure laid down by the provisions of the Treaties themselves. Any 
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, b f the Council of the League of Nations under the terms 
~nternmtio~ by _a :Stat~ .. M~m i>!r b~sed on a corresponding request received from the minority 
?f ArUdl' L m~t tnl'<'ef "'sa~./ by other bodies_ whatever their character may be- mnst be 
ItS<> If. But any m t>r ert>n · · t f any proced nre 
ucludt'd at the outset, and cant

1
nott tbhe18_cop~~n~h~f s!fe"~nrb~~~~g~t out in M. Titt~ni's report 

It 'lfonld seem moreover, 1a 1 · 't" th 1 
ber •>->nd l9"'0 in which the conclusion is reached that on y !llmor1 1es · emse ves 

of Oct;d~·- tit ion; ~ the League of Nations. (The possible interventiOn o~ States ~ef!l~ers 
mfayha • _ pe f -..- tJ"ons which is referred to in this report, and of wh1ch the JllridJCal 
o t e ....,ague o •'a • . u T'tt · t · ny case be 
h. t d J'ustification are not adequately defmed by .w.. 1 om, canno m a c .u-ac t>r an . . . ) 

rt>!!al'ded on the same plane as petitions from mmont1es. . . . . . . 
"·In the opinion of the Polish Government,_ co~!llnmcahons rece1ved from mtern~t10~al 

organisations concerning the protection of mm?r1t1es cannot be regarded as constitut~ng 
anything more than subsi~aiT _documents of an mformatory character when compared with 
petitions addressed by m1nontJes. 

5. DISCUSSIOY CONCERNING THE RESOLUTION OF JUNE lOTH, 1925 
(COID'OSITION OF COMMITTEES OF THREE). 

EXTB.lCT FROX THE MINuTES OF THE THIRTY·FOURTH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL- MEETING 
HELD ON JUNE 10TH, 1925. 

li.. DE MELLO-FR.lNCO read the following report and draft resolution : 

"The Council of the League of Nations adopted on October 25th, 1920, a resolution 
according to 'lfhich any petition or eoD?-munication rega~ding an .infr~ctio_n ~r dan~e~ of 
infraction of one of the clauses of the Treaties for the protectiOn of raCial, lingmstiC or religiOus 
minorities should, after being brought to the notice of the Members of the Council, be considered 
as soon as possible by the President and two other members of the Council appointed by him. 

"In accordance with the resolution of the· Council of June 27th, 1921, petitions 
emanating from a source other than from a Member of the League of Nations are not ordinarily 
communicated to the Members of the Council until the Government of the country to which 
the pel"llOns of the minority ip question belong has had an opportunity to present its observations. 

• The resolution of the Council of September 5th, 1923, emphasised that the consideration 
of a minorities petition and any observations thereon presented by the Government in 

·question, in accordance with the resolution of October 25th, 1920, is undertaken with the sole 
object of determining whether there is reason or not for one or more Members of the Council to 
exercise the right accorded in the Minorities Treaty to draw the attention of the Council to 
the infraction or danger of infraction stated in the petition. 

• The system of procedure established by these different resolutions of the Council 
prondes for as careful an examination as possible of minorities questions by certain Members 
of the Council, while reserving to the other Members the right of initiative conferred upon 
them b~ the J'reaties. In practice, 'the Minorities Committee' has become a normal body 
for d~~g: w1th tbat part of tbe wor~ of the League of Nations which concerns the protection 
of mmont1es. This makes the appomtment of the members of the Council under the above 
l"ei!Olution of very considerabl«;~ importance. For this rt>ason, it seems to me that the Council 
~honl~ take note of, and confirm formally, certain practices which have gradually developed 
m thil matter. 

. • In practice_, the Acting President of the Council, when appointing two of his colleagues 
m ~rdan';C ~nth the_ resolutio~ of October 25th, 1920, has nsually been guided by the 
followmg prmcJpl«;~, wh1ch I con.sJder sh~nld always be applied-namely, the Government 
to be ,entrusted With the duty _laid do~n m the resolution of October 25th, 1920, should not 
be a Government of a State ne~ghbonrmg that of which the persons belonging to the minority 
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in question are subje~ts, nor ~he Government of a State the majority of whose subjects belon'g,· 
from the et~nical pomt of VIew, to the same people as the minority in question. It goes 
without saymg that the Government against whom the minorities petition is directed if 
represented on the Council, should not be included in the three members appointed to consider 
the matter. 

" I venture to submit to you the following draft resolution, which, I believe, will help 
the President of the Council in his very delicate and important task in dealing with this matter, 
without affecting in any way the terms of the Treaties : 

"'The Council of the League of Nations, 
· " ' Considering that, by the resolution of October 25th, 1920, it was decided, with 
a view to assisting Members of the Council in the exercise of their rights and duties as 
regards the protection of minorities, that it is desirable that the President and two 
members appointed by him in each case should proceed to consider any petition or 
communication addressed to the League of Nations with regard to an infraction or 
danger of infraction of the clauses of the Treaties for the protection of minorities, and 
that this enquiry should ·be held as soon as the petition or communication in question 
bas been brought to the notice of the Members of the Council, 

" ' Decides : 
" ' I. If the Acting President of the Council is the representative of the State of 

which the persons belonging to the minority in question are subjects, or, · 
" 'The representative of a neighbouring State of the State of which the persons: 

belonging to the minority in question are subjects, or, 
" ' The representative of a State the majority of the population of which belongs, 

from the ethnical point of view, to the same people as the persons belonging to the 
minority in question, 

" ' The duty which falls upon the President of the Council in accordance with the 
terms of the resolution of October 25th, 1920, shall be performed by the Member of the 
Council who exercised the duties of President immediately before the Acting President 
and who is not in the same position. 

" ' II. The President of the Council, in appointing two of his colleagues in 
conformity with the resolution of October 25th, 1920, shall not appoint either the 
representative of the State to which the persons belonging to the minority in question 
are subject, or the representative of a State neighbouring the State to which these persons 
are subject, or the representative of a State a majority of whose population belong, from 
the ethnical point of view, to the same people as the persons in question.' " 

The resolution was adopted. 

6. DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY 
AT ITS SIXTH ORDINARY SESSION. 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE TmRTY-SEVENTH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL -
}!EETING HELD ON DECEMBER 9TH1 1925. 

M. DE MELLO-FRANCO read the following report : 

I. 
" On September 22nd, 1925, the Assembly, at its sixth ordinary session, adopted the 

following resolution : · 
" 'The Assembly approves that part of the Report on the Work of th~ _Council, the 

Work of the Secretariat and on the Measures taken to execute the DeciSions of the 
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Asst>m bl Malin with the procedure followed with regard to the. prote~tion of lninori~ies 
y h VI f Ehapter 7 of the Supplem~>ntary Report).1 The L1thuaruan representative 

~<TJ"ai:thdr:'li'll the proposal submitted by him on Septem~r 14th, .1925,,the As~embly 
gt th "---to•y-General to communicate to the Council the discusHIOn which has r~>qut>oS s e """'" ~ . . , 

tak~>n pia«> in the Sixth Committee in this connection. 

• By the proposal mentioned in this resolution, the Lithuanian representative ~ad requested 
the AS&'mbly • to set up a special committee t.o prepare a d_raft General ~onventwn ~o mclude 
all the Statesllembers of the League of Nations and settmg forth their common r1ghts and 
duties in regard to minorities '. · - hi h d' d 't 

• This proposal was referred to the Sixth Committe~ of the ~sse~bly, w c IScu~se ! 
on Sl'ptember 16th, 1925, many delegates taking part m the discussiOn. The Comlllittee s 
report summarises the discussion as follows : 

" • On the one hand the attention of the Committee was drawn to the fact tha~ ~he 
Treati~>s and Declaratio~s for the protection of minorities of race, language or. reli.gwn 
are only the concern of certain States, while other States are exempt from such obligatwns, 
and this would not be in conformity with the principle of equality between StatPs. On 
the other band, several del~>gates pointed out that this way of l«?oking a.t the question :was 
not correct, since the special position of States bound by certam Treaties or DeclaratiOns 
was the r~>sult of special circumstances prevailing in those States.' 

" In view of this difference of opinion, the suggestion was made that the Committee shonld 
recomm~>nd the Assembly to refer the discussion of the Committee on the Lithuanian proposal 

• to the Council. In view of this suggestion, the Lithuanian representative stated that he 
withdrew his proposal, and the Assembly decided, in accordance with the Committee's 
suggestion, to request the Secretary-General to send us the Minutes in question. The Secretary
General complied with this request by circulating to us document C.610.1925.I. 1 

" I do not think that I am called upon to submit proposals to the Council on this question. 
I would only suggest that the Council take note of the Assembly's communication. 

II. 

" The discussion which took place in the Sixth Committee of the Assembly was raised by 
the Lithuanian proposal, but it also led to an exchange of views on the procedure followed by 
the Council and the Secretariat for dealing with concrete questions relating to the protection 
of minorities. On this matter, the Committee's report contains the following passage : 

" 'The Committee discussed paragraph VI of Chapter 7 of the Supplementary Report · 
to the Assembly on the Work of the Council, on the Work of the Secretariat and on the 
lleasures taken to ex~ute the Decisions of the Assembly. Several speakers paid a tribute 
to the work accomplished by the Council in the execution of its delicate duties and 
emphasised the merits of the procedure at present in force; some suggestions were made 
that this.~rocedure might.~ impro!ed, but it was pointed out that, whatever was done, 
the proVlSlons of the llinont1es Treat1es must be respected. At the end of the discussion it 
was- proposed that the Committee should recommend the Assembly to give its for~al 
app~val to the. above-mentioned part of the report, and this proposal was favourably 
rece1ved by vanous speakers.' 

• The AS&'mbly resolution is in conformity with this recommendation . 
. • I consider that the Council should ~so take note of that part of the Assembly resolution 

which ~pproves ~be presen~ proce.dure ~ respect of the protection of minorities. Various 
11111!1!eshons for still f~her ~provmg this procedure were discussed both at plenary meetings 
~f the All8e~bly and m Committee. Tbes_e discussions are reported in document C.610.1925.I. a 

do not think that they call for any actwn by the Council at the present time. 

1 See paj!e f~. 
. 

1 See J>al(e 52. 
I See page 62. 
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· "Draft Resoluti011 : 
"'The Council takes note of the Assembly resolution of September 22nd, 1925, 

regarding the protection of minorities.' " 

As Rapp~rteur, M. de Mello-Franco felt it his duty to submit the following expression of 
his personal VIews : 

Declaration of M. de Mello Franco, 

The report which I have bad the honour to submit to my colleagues on the Council is 
properly spe!l'king! the r~sult of the contrast between the various currents of opinion show~ 
durmg the discussiOn which took place last September on the problem of the ·minorities in the 
Sixth Committee of the Assembly, a discussion which was followed with interest by the whole 
Assembly. 

The difference then shown between the ways in which some States approached certain 
u.spects of this problem cannot fail to appear also in the Council, at least for the moment. It is 
obviously not the duty of the Rapporteur to increase the divergencies of view which have not 
yet been removed either by the protective action of the League of Nations or by the results 
already achieved in the construction of a new status of minorities based on high principles 
capable of assuring the inviolability of the person. The establishment of this status is gradually 
progressing, thanks not only to the help of persons engaged in the study of the new international 
law and to the sound policy pursued by a number of contemporary statesmen, but also, it must 
be said, to the conscientious and considered work of the Council of the League of Nations. 

The new rights of minorities originate from Articles 86 and 93 of the Treaty of Versailles, 
which are the source of the Treaties of June 28th and September lOth, 1919, the first concluded 
between Poland and the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and the second between those 
Powers and Czechoslovakia. The other Treaties concerning minorities were signed by the 
Central and Eastern European States concerned in 1919 and 1920 and placed under the 
guarantee of the League of Nations in the same way as the first two Treaties. In 1921, when 
Finland and Albania were admitted to the League of Nations, they signed declarations which 
included the provisionsoftheMinoritiesTreaties. Lithuania, in1922, and Latvia and Estonia, in 
1923, undertook similar engagements before the Council with regard to this question. The 
protection of Turkish minorities in Greece and of Greek minorities in Turkey was assured by 
Articles 37 to 45 of the Treaty of Peace of Lausanne of July 24th, 1923, and by the Protocol 
of the same date signed between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and Greece. 

These international acts form the legal structure of the status of minorities placed under 
the guarantee of the League of Nations. The provisions governing this status constitute 
obligations of international interest which the signatory States can only modify with the consent 
of the majority of the Council of the League of Nations. Further, the signatory States have 
agreed that any Member of the Council bas the right to draw the attention of the Council to any 
infraction or danger of infraction of any one of these obligations. Such is the rigid structure 
of the texts. . 

With a view to the accurate application of this status, it was indispensable to establish a 
method of procedure the system of which might very well be compared to that of the organic 
decrees in the field of constitutional law, where these decrees are indispensable for the execution 
of certain of the principles forming the kernel of each constitution. 

This legal growth, however indispensable for the application and development of any 
constitution, can only grow with difficulty and can only extend slowly under the ~xpert ~are 
which is the result of experience. This difficulty, familiar to those whose work it IS to adJUSt 
constitutions still without that body of legal regulations w~ch tradition and political Cl~stom 
~n alo~e give to them, is increased in th~ case of ~orities by t~e extrem~ co.mplex1ty of 
n~tern.at10nal problems, at the basis of. w~ch there 18 often .a conflict of asprra~10ns, d~e to 
h1stoncal causes or sometimes to matenalmterests, upon whwh members of the mterna~10!1al 
community find it difficult to agree. Further, in dealing with the problem of establisbmg 
provisions laying down a procedure for the examination ~f the inf~act~on of any measn~es 
protecting minorities it is impossible to ignore the inviolability of trea~Ies,,JUSt as, when draftl!lg 
a law in a State, it is impossible to ignore the inviolability of the constitution of that State or 1ts 
fundamental charter. 
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a rocedure to ensure the faithful execution of the 
The Council W'_lS C>llled upon ~0 creat~ oaties Its first resolution on this point arose from 

oblig-~tions conce_rnmg the_protectJ~n ~~ nu~ 1990" by the distinguished delegate for Italy, 
the report subnutted for 1ts exanuna mn m ~ 

l.l. Tittoni.. . . b" h 8 adopted on October 22nd, 1920, came the resolution 
}'ollolriDg th1s resoluh~n, w IC wa . ailed the Committee of Three, and the 

of Ol"tober :!5th, 1920, wluch set ~p the CoJ"~~af~r proposals made by two States -· 
resolution of June ~1 7th,J9:ll, w~lc: h~s srgn°!J. Treaties for the protection of minorities. This 
Poland and Czechoo ova a w c · te viously to the State concerned any 
third resolution_ made it comp?-lsoryf t~ co!l~~"::ingp~m a source other than a Member of 
requt>st concermng the protectwn o mmon e 
the Lt'ague of Sations. 1 ti b d g st"ons o Se t flt>r lith 19·>3 the Council adopted a fourth reso u on ase on su ge 1 

ut fo:....arJ :mthe Gov~~e~ts of Poland and Czechoslovakia. This resolutio~ stipulate~ that, 
fo be dt>alt whh in accordance wit~ th~ procedure es!abJ!.shed by the p~eceding ~solutwns of 
the Council, petitions concerning nunonties must not mfnnge the followmg rules · 

(a) They must conform to the object of the Treaties ; . . . . . 
(b) They must respect the inviolability of the State of which the nunor1ty m questiOn 

forms part; 
(~) They must show clearlf the sorn:~ from which the petition proceeds, anonymous 

petitions being entirely proh1b1ted ; 
(d) Violent language must not be used in their drafting ; . . .. 
(~) They must contain new facts or facts which have not been mcluded m any pet1t10n 

recently submitted. 

Finally, in its resolution of June lOth, 1925, the Council, recoguising that the Minorities 
Committee, composed of some of its Me~beJCS•. had beco~e the_ normal_ b?dy to be consult_ed 
in the procedure for the protection of mmont1es, consolidated_m a ~efinite _text the pr~ct1~ 
which had been established and gradually brought to perfectwn, With a VIew to maJ?ng 1t 
possible for the Lt'ague of Nations to act in this difficult question, which, in conformity With the 
Treatil's, w88 within the sphere of its competence. 

This is the present state of the question. 
The Lithuanian delegate in the Sixth Committee of the last; .Assembly practically repeated 

the objections which the representatives of certain States had made at the Peace Conference 
at its plenary meeting on May 31st, 1919, to the acceptance of obligations concerning the 
protection of minorities. These representatives had then declared that their States were ready 
to assume such obligations if all the States Members of the League of Nations gave the same 
undertakings. Their objections, which were refuted by President Wilson and M. Clemenceau, 
nevPrtheles8 deserve to be once more examined. This is what I propose to do summarily, without 
desiring to give to my statement an argumentative character; its only object is to pay a tribute 
to the delPgates who have lately defended the conception ol a general treaty for the protection 
of minoritii'S t<l be concluded among all States Members of the League of Nations. 

The delegate for Lithuania stated that he wished to draw attention to the inequality which 
niited, fromalPgal point of view, between the international obligations of the various Members 
of the Lt'ague of Nations. In view of this inequality, he proposed the appointment of a 
committee whose duty it would be to draw up general rnles for the protection of minorities 
which would be compnlsory for all countries and be included in a Convention acceptable to all 
of them. · · 

Is it possible to carry out in practice the desire expressed in the proposal of the Lithuanian 
del~ate t 

U th': history ~f t~e _Tre~ti':s prior to the Treaty of Versailles be examined with regard to 
t~ q~~Ati~U Of mmontle~, l.t 18 easr to See that the Origin Of the protection Of religiOUS 
mmo~tli'S 18 to be found m ~tern~twnal documents far older than the Treaty of Versailles. 
The first Treaty, ho-:ever, wh1~h st~pulated expressly that in any country a class of subjects 
should not be reoogrused to lH: infenor to other cl88ses, not only for religious but also for racial 
muon.t, W88 the Trea~y of Pans ?f lllarch 30th, 1856, concluded after the Crimean War. From 
that date, the questwn of racml or religious minorities received greater attention from 
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Governments. It should be noted, however, that the question was only raised on certain historic 
occasions, such as that of the incorporation of the territory of one State with that of another 
or that of territorial reconstructions resulting from a war, or that of the constitution of ne~ 
States, or that which resulted from struggles on the part of certain States against the oppression 
of other States .. Examples of this were the Treaty of Berlin on July 13th, 1878, which imposed 
religious tole:atwn on.ne"!l'lY created Sta~.s and on ~utono~ous principalities (Bulgaria, Serbia 
and Roumama) as a11; mdispensable conditwn to an mternatwnal recognition of their existence, 
and the Treaty of VIenna (May 31st, 1815), between the Netherlands, Great Britain, Russia, 
Prussia and Austria. regarding the reunion of Belgium with Holland · 

One of the differences which certain international writers consider as fundamental between 
these Treaties and those concluded after the Great War consists in the fact that the first category 
of Treaties is confined to affording protection to individuals considered separately, while the 
second category grants protection to lninorities, regarding them as collective groups or 
organised units, a conception which is, however, open to question. 

The Lithuanian delegate desires a definition stating more exactly what should be 
understood by a minority, and I recognise that a profound and historical investigation of this 
question by experts - legal, historical and social - would be of interest and value. I do not 
think, however, that this definition should be based only on the characteristic and 
distinguishing features of race, language and religion. 

A minority as defined by the Treaties assuring its protection is not only a racial Jn'OUp 
incorporated in the body of a nation of which the majority forms a different racial unit. There 
is also a psychological, social and historical attribute, constituting perhaps, for the purposes of 
the definition which we are seeking, its principal differential characteristic. The mere co
existence of groups of persons forlning collective entities, racially different, in the territory and 
under the jurisdiction of a State is not sufficient to create the obligation to recognise the 
existence in that State, side by side with the majority of its population, of a minority requiring 
a protection entrusted to the League of Nations. 

In· order that a lninority, according to the meaning of the present Treaties, should exist, 
it must be the product of struggles, going back for centuries or perhaps for shorter periods, 
between certain nationalities, and of the transference of certain territories from one sovereignty 
to another through successive historic phases. 

These factors, however, are not constant in all the States Members of the League of Nations. 
In the countries of the American continent, they do not exist at all and they have not a 
sufficiently objective character to enable the social fact in question to be described. 

How is it possible, therefore, to obtain the adhesion of all States to the general convention 
proposed by the Lithuanian delegation ! 

There is no need for me to give here the history even in its broad lines of the n_ineteen. 
America-n nations belonging to the J,eague of Nations, or of the framework of their legal 
structure, in order to show that in America there are no distinctive characteristics in resp_ect of 
race, language and religion between the elements forlning each of the peoples of that cont~n~nt . 

. Uniformity of language throughout the territory of _ea~h ~merican ~tate, complete re_hg~_ous 
tolerance, combined with a completely natural assimllatwn .of emigrant~ by the p~c~pal 
mass of the population of each of these States, .have produced m t~em natwna~ or~~ms~twlls 
of which the collective unity is complete. This means that the eXIstence of mmonties m thl' 
sense of persons with a right to the protection of the League of Nations is impossible. 
. In America, the important cases of the !-nc~rporation of territories, subsequ~nt to the 
mdependence of the old colonies and the constitutwn of the present States, are few m ~umber 
and well known. Mention may be made o~ Lonisia:na, Texas, Arizona ~nd New MexiCo, _all 
of which are members of the North-American Umon. By the Treaties, however, which 
~egularised this incorporation, the inhabitants of the an_nex_ed territori_es immediately a_cquired, 
m conformity with the principles of the Federal Constitutwn, the ~nJoy~e~t of th~ nghts, of 
liberties, advantages and prerogatives conferred on North-AmeriCan citizens Without any 
distinction. 

With the exception of these somewhat rare cases of collective ~ationali~ation applied_ to 
whole populations, the acquisition of nationality is an i~dividull:l act m ~menca and IS earned 
out in conformity with the common law, the full equality o~ :Ights bemg guaranteed to the 
persons naturalised, just as it is guaranteed to persons born CitiZens of the State. 
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. h tection of minoritilll!, such as was proposed by the head 
In hnef, a. genernl ~aty fort e pro uskas would be without meaning for all the American 

of the Lithuaman dPle~t~on, ~ Ga::~~f the'League of Nations. The adhesion of all these 
States, ninPt~. of wh1.~1 ~ t !~it would be impossible for n10st of the non-Ameri«;an States 
~!a.!dh:~~~ it. u;h:sf~ll:~:g observation made by the Dutch Senator, Baron W1ttert van 
Hoogland, is particularly happy : 

" The introduction into the laws of all countries of provisions protecting minorities 
uld be h to cause them to spring up where they were least expected, to provoke · ::rest am:~:ut'1em, to cause them to pose as having been sacrificed, and generally to create 

an artificial agitation of which no one had up to that moment _dreamed. It would b~ rather 
like the imaginary illnesses from which s? _ma'!,y people think themselves suffenng the 
moment they read a book on popular medicme. 

With reprd to the suggestions which were made ~y the delega.te of Hungary, Count 
.Apponyi. at the sixth ordinary session of the Assembly, m support of the _am~ndment t.o. the 
pre;ent RE'gulations for the Procedure followed by th~ Coun_cil_ in the Exammat10n of Petrt10ns 
concerning llinorities I am only too ready to recogmse their rmportance, not only on account 
of their intrinsic imp~rtance, but also because of the authority ~f the dist~guish~d statesman 
who put them forward. I should like, however, to make certam observatwns wrth regard to 
thE'lD. . 

.According to the thesis of the Hungarian delegate, it is _not suffic~ent to ac.cord to persons 
belonging to a minority, with a view to ens11:ring them thE'Ir protection, the nght to forward 
petitions to the Council of the League of N atwns. . . . . 

According to other views, it is necessary also to recogmse their nght to orgawse 
themsel'I"PS, even their right to autonoiDy- a right which might go so far as to enable them to 
constitute a kind of federation of minorities, with all the characteristics of a legal entity as 
admitted in international law and with the option of coming forward d~ jurt proprio as an 
international party before the Council in the ordinary course of the procedure which enables the 
Council in each case to take a decision on the complaint against an infraction of any clause of 
the proteeting Treaties. 

The suggPstion of the Hungarian delpgate contemplates the institution of an entire 
procedure, with a hearing of evidence on both sides, as between the interested State and tbe 
representati'l"e of the minority concerned, the method and the rules to be followed being sinlilar 
to those of the procedure in use for disputes between private persons in the ordinary courts. 

I do not think that this conception can be carried into effect without giving rise to dangers 
which wonld threaten the moral ends towards which the system of protection instituted by the 

. Minorities Treaties is tending. · 
It seems to me obvions that those who conceived this system of protection did not dream 

of creating within certain States a group of inhabitants who would regard themselves as 
pennanently foreign to the general organisation of the country. On the contrary, they wished 
the_ elpmenta of the population contained in such a group to enjoy a status of legal protection 
w~1ch might ensure respect for the inviolability of the person under all its aspects and which 
JnJght gradually prepare the way for conditions necessary for the establishment of a complete 
national unity. 

M. Blociszew~ki pu~ forwar~ on this subject, in the Rev~ de Sciencu politiques of January
~larch ~92~, conmderat10ns which are worthy_ of ~tudy. We most, he said, avoid creating a 
State Within a_ State .. ~Ve most prevent ~he mmon~y from transforming itself into a privileged 
~ a_nd. taking definite fonn as a forergn group mstead of becoming fused in the society in 
wh1eh Jt lives. ll_we ~ke t~e exaggera~d conception of the autonomy of minorities to the last 
ntreme,_ th';Be mmontJes will become disrnptive elements in the State and a source of national 
di.8orgaDl8atJon. 

'!;his fear is shared by others, as may be seen from the "Treatise on Public International 
Law of Paul FAt:CHILLE, Vol. I, page 806 : 

" The doc-L.ion has ~n taken, not only to protect as before individuals considered 
•epar_atdy, but 1:0 a certain extent to attribute rights to minoriti;s regarded as collective 
n&tilt«. There 18 thus fonnulated for the first time the rights of minorities as such as 
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organised unities. We no longer confine ourselves to considering that the rights of 
~oritie~ are .individual rights. Th~ minority is .reg~rded as a whole, and this minority 
lll x:ecognllled, m. a sense,. to have a ~ght of orgarusat1on or autonomy. This is a solution 
whwh perhaps 1s not w1thout certam dangers ; for, if equality of treatment of all the 
~habitants o~ a count~y i~ .an element of poli~i~al and social peace, the recognition of 
nghts belongmg to mmontles as separate ent1t1es, by increasing their coherence and 
developing among them a sense. of their own strength, may provoke them to separate 
thei~_~selves from the State of which .t~ey form p~t ; and, in view of the right of peoples 
to d1spose of themselves, the recogrntwn of the nghts of these minorities runs the risk of 
leading to the disruption of States." 

It is advisable to avoid these dangers, but it is also a necessary duty to protect racial or 
religious minorities against oppression or the consequences of prejudice and disguised ill-will 
to which they may be exposed. If all the States are loyally inspired by the principles of the 
resolution adopted by the third ordinary session of the Assembly on the proposal of Professor 
Gilbert Murray, representative of South Africa., I think that the minorities will everywhere 
receive the same treatment of justice and toleration that is required by the Treaties, and which 
the permanent action of the Council seeks to secure for them. 

In order to attain the desired ideal, it would suffice that the Governments should never 
depart from the rules of good faith, and that the League of Nations should exercise its legitimate 
supervision ; also that the persons belonging to the minorities should willingly fulfil their duty 
to eo·operate, as loyal citizens, with the State whose nationals they have become 

There· is still another suggestion of the Hungarian delegate which it is necessary 
to examine. The Hungarian delegate made proposals in favour of an automatic resort to 
the Permanent Court of International Justice whenever a question of law arose in a concrete 
case of complaint against the infraction, or danger of infraction, of the provisions of the 
Minorities Treaties. . 

This problem has been the subject of discussion in the Press, in the Assembly of the League 
of Nations and in Inter-Parliamentary Conferences. Recently, on October 13th last, the 
Dutch Senator, Baron Wittert van Hoogland, examined the proposal in a speech which he made 
at Ottawa, Canada. The intervention of the Permanent Court of International Justice 
in such cases should not, he urged, depend on the will and pleasure of the l\lembers of the 
Co11ncil of the League of Nations, and he added: 

" More especially owing to the fact that the Members of the Council are delegates 
of the Governments of States represented on the Council of the League of Nations, and that 
these Members for this reason look at matters from a political point of view, each decision 
to intervene in a minorities question will necessarily by its nature have the character 
of a political act influenced by factors hostile to another State, since the reference of a. 
question in dispute to the Permanent Court of International Justice at the request of one 
of the States represented on the Council implies a complaint coming directly from one 
State against another State. The Members of the Council will, for this reason, endeavour, 
as far as possible, to put on one side complairlts which are addressed ~o them. It is 
accordingly indispensable for the procedure at present followed to be rev1sed, and fo.r the 
Council to be obliged to submit to the judgment of the Permanent Court of Internatwnal 
Justice all the legal disputes which are brought to its notice, not only at the request of 
one of the States represented on the Council, but also at the request of a State not 
represented on the Council." 

The Senator Baron Wittert van Hoogland in these words justifies the suggestion presen~d 
to the Assembly at its sixth ordinary session by the delegate for Hung~. If the ql!-estwn 
at issue were a principle to be established jus constituendo, I would assomate myself w1th .the 
proposal, not for the reasons given by the Dutch Senator, but because the :proposal,, bes.1~es 
referring the solution of certain purely legal cases arising out of the protect1~m of mm.on~1es 
to a judicial competence is more in conformity than the present procedure w1th the pnnmple 
of equality between the' Members of the League of Nations, both as regards th~ executwn 
of their duties and as regards the exercise of their rights, both of which result from therr character 
as Members of the League. It would be more in conformity with this principle of equality 
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c ·1 to anv infraction of any one of the obligations 
if the ri1!ht "to draw the attention 't,.t~ ot~n~•ations f>, instead of being accorded only to the 
phl<'t'd undt>r the !rllarantee of t~e a,.ue 0 ercised b any one of the other States Members 
Statt>S n>pn-sented «_>n !be Cotmc~ ;:re ~!t~ e_:bicb oniJ the Principal Allied and .Associated 
of the League of ~atwns, and be r;;.- .1 had of resortina to the Permanent Court of 
Powers and those n>~resented on t e 0 '!nc• nee of 0 inion ~n questions of law and fact 
International Justi~ m. the even\ of a nf~~ on any ofher :Member of the League of Nations; 
concerning these obligatwns ~ere at~ ~0 d ejus ronstitutus the law established by the Treaties 
but. in the Jaw as at pn>sen con: 1 u /'the League of Na'tions. the two fold extension of which 
in tom-, plact'd nuder th_e g1~a~n ee ? in view of the fact t'hat in the first as in the second 
n_ hal"lle Jt.uhstTbeent.!spe~~tiSt::!:~'::~f:~ of these two options o; the use of the prerogatives 
ease, a e rea k • il 

mentJ.~~~e:~::! ~~e~~~o~~~~~~~~~h~~~~~. their cla~ity tha~ then: is no ground for 
b "tt" them t.o any sort of interpretation- tnterprctatto cessat f'll rlan.s. . 

su m~h::uestion, therefore, is not merely, as it seems t? the Du~h _Senator, _one of reformmg 
th rocedure hitherto followed. but in reality of reformmg the e:nst.mg Treaties. 

e PThere is also a question which it is necessary to examin~, .a~d which shall be ~he last : t~e 
uestion of rendering automatically compulsory the ex~at10n by the Conn~ of certam 

~titions without a preliminary examination by the Comlllittee of Three t.o verify whether 
the petition is admissible or not. · 

Count Apponyi formulated this suggestion in the following terms : 

" The first amendment which I should like to introduce into the ~~gulatio';IS of the 
Council would be aa follows : that petitions from a ~rtain source, p~t•.tw~s w_hich come 
from the head organisations of Churches or of educa~o.nal or e_conomiC mst1~utwns of the 
various countries, may and should be regarded aa petit-Ions which the Council should take 
up without further examination." 

Count Apponyi, in justification of this proposal, added : 

" It seems t.o me that the rejection pure and sinlple without examination of petitions 
coming from such sources would constitute t.o some extent an offence in th!l ~yes of t~e 
minorities concerned, and would disturb to an important degree the tranquillity of their 
minds and the conviction that their cause was being taken seriously, a conviction which is 
almost as valuable and as important as the justice to the decisions themselves." 

First, it would be well to observe tliat the case of a rejection pure and simple without any 
examination of a petition never arises. Next, if we refer to the strict letter of the Treaties in 
fon-e, we shall see that it would not be easy to bring the formula suggested by the Hungarian 
delegate within its terms. In conformity with this formula, the head organisations of the 

. ("hurehl's and educational and economic institutions of the countries which have accepted the 
obligationa laid down in the Minorities Treaties would have the right to draw the attention of the 
Cotmct1 to any infraction or danger of infraction of any one of the obligations of international 
interest concerning race, language or religion, and the Council would be obliged automatically 
to l"e<-eive tl:'ithottt further examination petitions coming from these organisations and institutions. 
We have seen above, however, that all existing Treaties without exception grant only to the 
llemben of the Council of the League of Nations "the right of drawing the attention of the 
Counr·il to the infrac~ion or dang~r of infraction of any of these obligations ". 

I may be pe~nutted to remmd_ you ~ere, as a peculiarly significant precedent, of what 
happen~d at th~ t~e.of the declaratto';l w~Ich. the !3overnment of Albania made in regard to the 
Prt;>~t10n of nnnof!-ties. The declaration IS given m the report submitted to the Council by the 
Bnttsh repre~~entatlve and approved by the resolution of the Council of October 2nd 1921. 
~t the moment when. this question . was under examination by the Council, the 'Greek 
Government proposed, m a letter from Its permanent representative at Geneva dated February 
8th, 19!!1, tha_t th_e right to inform the Council ofany"infraction, or dangerofhuraction, of any 
one of the obhgatt.ona ~umed b~ Albania: should not be regarded as an exclusive right of the 
llemben of the Council as proVIded for m the other Minorities Treaties but that this right 
8hould al8o be accorded to Greece in view of the special interest whlch she had in the 



-47-

protection of the rights of the Greek minority in Albania. The British delegate in his report 
which was approved by the Council on October 2nd, 1921, said : ' ' 

." With re~ard to ~he _s~cond ite!ll a~ove mentio~ed - namely, the Greek claim to be 
adlllitted to raise a mmontws questwn m the Council of the League of Nations- I have 
felt that it would not be desirable to make any provision to this effect which would mark 
a departure from the general principles adopted in all the Minorities Treaties." · 

If the Treaties have not granted even to the States Members of the League of Nations which 
do not sit on the Council the right to draw the attention of the Council to an infraction or danger 
of infraction of the provisions of the Minorities Treaties, how could one in any way adlnit the 
possibility of granting, by means of an interpretation of the clauses of these treaties, a similar 
right to Churches or educational or econolnic institutions, however great the respect which may 
be due to them. 

The contradiction between the letter of the Treaties and the Hungarian suggestion appears 
to me to be insuperable. Further, if we consider the practical side of the question, it will be seen 
that it would not be wise in the interests of the minorities themselves for the petitions under 
discussion to be automatically submitted to examination by the Council and made the subject 
of debate in that body before a thorough study of the circumstances to which attention is drawn 
and the documents on which the petitions are usually based. Senator Wittert van Hoogland 
virtually recognised this fact himself when he proposed at the last meeting of the Inter
Parliamentary Conference that the Conference should suggest to the Council the institution of a 
permanent Minorities Comlnission which should be entrusted " with preparing and sifting the 
work of the Council of the League of Nations by making an investigation into any claims 
presented by freely checking the facts which were alleged before these matters were taken up 
by the Council itself ". 

The duties which would be entrusted to this Comlnission would be the same as those 
which, in conforlnity with the procedure of the Council, are at present performed by the 
Committee of Three, with the effective assistance of the Minorities Section directed by an expert 
whose capacity both intellectually and morally is universally recognised. 

It seemed to me that it was my duty to make this public declaration. I desired in this way 
to pay a tribute to the distinguished men who, representing their States at the last Assembly, 
discussed on so high a level the delicate and complex problem of minorities. Certainly one of the 

. most important tasks of the League of Nations is the task raised by this problem, the impartial 
and calm solution of which is one of the conditions indispensable to agreement between the 
peoples and the strengthening of peace between the nations. 

The PRESIDENT thanked M. de l\Iello-Franco for the very important statement which he 
had made. 

Sir Austen CHAMDERLAIN said he would add a word, as one who had sat on several 
committees of enquiry. The Council owed a debt of gratitude to the Brazilian representative 
for the very interesting historical survey which he had undertaken and for his exa~ination of 
the. different proposals which had been made. He would particularly draw attentwn to the 
definition which l\I. de Mello-Franco had given of the purpose of the Minorities Treaties. It was 
certainly not the intention of those who had devised this system, as M. de Mello-Franco had 
remarked, to establish in the midst of nations a comm~nit;y: which w:ould remain permane?t!Y 
estranged from the national life. The object of the Minority Treaties, ~~;nd of the Counml m 
discharging its duties under them, was, as M. de Mello-Franco had srud, to secure for the 
minorities that measure of protection and justice which would gradually prepare them to be 
merged in the national community to which they belonged. 

Dr. BENEA said he would like to join his colleagues in t~e tribute_pai~ ~oM. deMello-Franco 
for hill declaration. He had himself followed this questwn of mmontles from t~e outset. 
After the war, he bad taken part in the discussions at the Par_is '?onference_ to :W~ICh M. de 
Mello-Franco had alluded, when the question had arisen of signmg the Min~mties Tre~ty. 
The account given by M. de Mello Franco of this event corres_pondl!d exactly w1~h the_ rea!•~Y· 
M. BeneA had also attended all the Assemblies and the discusSions concerrung mmontll's 
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. · t state that the declaration of the representative 
qut>stions. Here, agam, _he w~u~~ ~:ve~opment of the discussions which had taken place 
of Brazil gave an ~xact 1de\~ ~ th League of Nations. Finally, be had recently had 
during the succesSive Asse~ es ~ ece on the question of minorities, and he had reached 
occasion in London to atten a co eren n Nations possessing minorities must respect 
the same conclusions _as ~: d\Mte'!:i~~tf:~ must realise that, if they went too far, the 
the rights of t~ehset bemmdonltleasble ~nd q~te contrary to the wishes of those who had produced 
consequences nug ep or 
the Minorities Treaties. . 

M. HnuNs said he bad also-taken part in the.discussi~ns which h~d been held at the 

~~se'!~ta;es~:~~~sf:n~h!J::e~~~~~:~t~1~:~n 1fu:~teit;t~h~~a~:~:ii:!har:e!i:;;~~ 
forward by M de 1\fello-Franco were exactly m agreemen )VI s w · 
obs~>rve in the. Sixth Committee that, if it_ we~ proposed to g~neralise for all States the system 
of the rotection of minorities, such a policy, mstead of ensurmg the pea?e of the_ world, wo_uld 
create Internal conflicts in a great number of countries in addition to the mternat10nal conflicts 
which could not fail to arise. · 

He associated himself with the conclusions of the Rapporteur. 

The Council took note of the .Aasembly resolution of September 22nd, 1925, regarding the 
protection of minorities. 

Annex 1. 1 

PARAGRAPH VI OF CHAPTER 7 OF THE SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT OF THE COUNCIL 

TO THE AssEMBLY AT ITS SIXTH ORDINARY SESSION, 

Questions of P!rocedure. 

(1) M. de Mello-Franco, representative of Brazil, submitted to the Council on June lOth, 
1925, the following report : • " The Council of the League of Nations adopted on October 25th, 1920, a resolution 
according to which any petition or communication regarding an infraction or danger of 
infraction of one of the clauses of the Treaties for the protection of racial, linguistic or religious 
minorities should, after being brought to the notice of the Members of the Council, be considered_ 
as soon as possible by the President and two other members of the Comi.cil appointed by him. · 

" In accordance with the resolution of the Council of June 27th, 1921, petitions 
emanating from a source other than from a Member of the League of Nations are not ordinarily 
communicated to the Members of the Council until the Government of the country to which 
the persons of the minority in question belong has had an opportunity to present its observations. 

" The resolution of the Council of September 5th, 1923, emphasised that the consideration 
of a minorities petition and any observations thereon presented by the Government in 
qoe8tion, in accordance with the resolution of October 25th, 1920, is undertaken with the sole 
object of determining whether there is reason or not for one or more members of the Council 
to exercise the right accorded in the Minorities Treaty to draw the attention of the Council 
to the infraction or danger of infraction stated in the petition. 

"The system of procedure established. by these different resolutions of the Council 
provides for ~s can;ful an ex~mination as possible of minorities questions by certain members 
of the Council, while reservmg to the other members the right of initiative conferred upon 
them br the_ Treaties. In practice, the Minorities Committee has become a normal body 
for dealing With that part of the work of the League of Nations which concerns the protection 

1 Annex 828a to the Miuotea of the Thirty-~~eventh Bllllsion of the Council, 
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of minorities. This m~kes the appointment of the members of the Council under the above 
resolution of very considerable importance. For this reason, it seems to me that the Council 
should take note of, and confirm formally, certain practices which have gradually developed 
in this matter. 

" In practic~, the .Acting P~esident of the Council, when appointing two of his colleagues 
in acc_ordan~e '!"1th the. resolut10~ of October 25th, 1920, has usually been guided by the 
followmg prmmple, which I cons1der should always be applied -·namely the Government 
to be entrusted with the duty laid down in the resolution of October 25th' 1920 should not 
~e a Go~ernment o~ a State neighbouring that of which the per~01~s belon~g to the minority 
1n quest10n ar~ subJe~ts, nor ~he Government of a State the maJonty of whose subjects belong 
from the et~mcal pomt of v1ew to the same people as the minority in question. It goes 
without saymg that the Government against whom the minorities petition is directed, if 
represented on the Council, shoulll not be included in the three members appointed to consider 
the matter. 

" I venture to submit to you the following draft resolution, which, I believe, will help 
the President of the Council in his very delicate and important task in dealing with this matter, 
without affecting in any way the terms of the treaties : 

" 'The Council of the League of Nations, 
" ' Considering that by the resolution of October 25th, 1920, it was decided, with 

a view to assisting members of the Council in the exercise of their rights and duties as 
regards the protection of minorities, that it is desirable that the President and two 
members appointed by him in each case should proceed to consider any petition or 
communication addressed to the League of Nations with regard to an infraction or 
danger of infraction of the clauses of the Treaties for the protection of minorities, and 
that this enquiry should be held as soon as the petition or communication in question 
has been brought to the notice of the members of the Council, 

" ' Decides : · 
"'I. If the .Acting President of the Council is the representative of the State of 

which the persons belonging to the minority in question are subjects, or, 
"'The representative of a neighbouring State of the State of which the persons 

belonging to the minority in question are subjects, or, · 
" ' The representative of a State the majority of the population of which belongs, 

from the ethnical point of view, to the same people as the persons belonging to the 
minority in question. 

" ' The duty which falls upon the President of the Council in accordance with the 
terms of the resolution of October 25th, 1920, shall be performed by the member of the 
Council who exerci~ed the duties of President immediately before the .Acting President 
and who is not in the same position. 

" ' II. The President of the Council, in appointing two of his colleagues in 
conformity with the resolution o~ October 25th, 1920! shall not appo~nt _either ~he 
representative of the State to whwh the persons belongmg to the mmonty m question 
are subject, or the representative of a State neighbouring the State to whi~h these persons 
are subject or the representative of a State a majority of whose populat10n belong from 
the ethnic~! point of view to the same people as the persons in question. ' " 

This draft resolution was unanimously adopted by the Council. 

(2) The object of the examination of a minorities petition by the _President and two 
other members of the Council, as emphasised in the resolution of the Council o~ September ~t~, 
1923, and in the report of M. de Mello-Franco of June lOth, 1925, is to estab~sh :w.hether 1t. 1s 
advisable or not for them to exercise the right conferred upon them by the ;Minon~1es Tr~atl~s 
of drawiog the attention of the Council to the infraction or danger of !ln mf~actlon. V.:h~cb_ 1s 
the. subject of the petition, while reserving to other members of the Council the nght of nntiative 
WhiCh belongs to them under the Treaties. 

· (3) It is the duty of each member of the Council to take a special interest in th': protection 
of minorities, as M. Tittoni pointed out in his report of October 22nd, 1920. It 1s the duty 
of the three members of the Council who, under the resolution of October 25th, 1920, are 
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d · · 1 ay ~1·th the examination of any communication to the League of Nations 
entruste 10 a speCla w " . . · t d t th" · t"o · concernin an infraction of a clause of the Minont1es TreatieS . o con . uc 18 ~xa~a ~ _n as, 10 
a sense, tfe mandatories of all their colleag:ues on the Council an~ m an. obJective spmt. For 
this re-ason it is important that the Com=ttee should be constituted 10 such ~ way_ as to 

arantee its independence and its disinterested~ess: f\ll the m~mber~ of the Council re~ve the 
focument for the examination of which the Min on ties CoDlllllttee iS set U_P, and can, if they 
take a special interest in the matter, inform themselves throng~ the Secretariat C?f the trel!-tment 
of the petition in the Committe!l, and, if necessary, subnut to the Comnuttee theu own 
observations, either formally or 10formally. 

(4) A Minorities Committee is set up f?r eac_h petition. Aft~r the communication of the 
petition to the Council, with the observatwns, if any, of t~e mterested Government, t~e 
Director of the Minorities Section addresses a le~ter, a~co'!lpan~ed by a ~opy <!f the document. 10 
question, to the Acting President of the C_ouncil, remmding him t~at ~t Is h1s duty to appomt 
two of his colleagues in order to proceed Wlthot~t delay to an ex_a~l!-twn of_ the doc~ment. As 
soon as the President has sent his reply. the Duector of the Mmont1es Sectwn gets mto touch 
with the two other members of the Council. 

The Minorities Section, in some cases in collaboration with the Legal Section, prepares 
for the use of the three members of the Committee a written statement on the questions of 
fact and law raised by the petition and by the observations of the intereste~ Government. 
Further the Minorities Section is at the disposal of the members of the Comnuttee and of the 
other m~mbers of the Council to procure for them any supplementary information which they 
may wish to receive. . . . · . . .. 

The meetings of the Minor1t1es Comnuttee, or more correctly of the vanous mmor1t1es 
committees, which are simultaneously at work, generally take place during the sessions of the 
Council. Of late, some meetings have also taken place between the sessions of the Council 
owing to the difficulty of finding in all cases during the sessions of the Council the time necessary 
for the discussion of these matters, which are sometimes extremely detailed and prolonged, 
and which always have a delicate side to them and require the most conscientious preparation 
both by the Secretariat and by the members of the Council. 

The examination of a case by the Minorities Committee is not, of course, restricted to the 
formal meetings of the Committee. It is the duty of each member of the Committee, as well 
as of the Secretariat, to proceed to this examination without delay after the communication 
to the Council of the document relating to the case. The Secretariat begins an examination 
of the case without waiting for the distribution of this document. The discussion is accordingly, 
from the first meeting of the three members of the Committee, except perhaps in cases of 
extreme urgency, based on a very considerable amount of preparatory work. 

The meetings of the Committee are held in private, and no formal Minutes are kept. 
Each Committee is free to adopt its own procedure. 

. (5) It results from the object of the work undertaken by a Minorities Committee that 
1ts members are free to form the best opinion they can of all the factors in the case which they 
are asked~ examine. They may take into consideration the greater or less importance of the 
case, and 1ta more or less general significance. They may take into account the attitude more 
or less ~onciliatory of the interested Government towards the requests of the minority as well ns 
thl! '!'ttlt~de more_ or less loyal of the per~~ns belonging to the minority. They may form the 
opmwn, 10 a particular case, that the petltwner should have resorted to the administrative or 
j?dicia_l authorities of the country before addressing the League of Nations. In the Minorities 
Comm1ttees all these factors are continually discussed and taken into consideration. 
. The members of the_ Com~ttee may, m<_~reover, enter into correspondence with the 
m_terested Gove_rnment w1th a View to removmg doubts or misunderstandings or making 
fri_e~dly suggeatwns. to the Government to induce it to modify its attitude on a point which, 
failing such a solutwn, would ~ppear to the members of the Committee to be a case which 
should be brought to ~he attentwn of t~e Council. Before deciding whether it should or should 
not draw the attent1011: of the Cou~cil to a matter which is the subject of a petition, the 
members of a . Comnut~ h_ave ~ many cases asked the interested Government for 
supplementary mformatwn e1ther 10 general terms or by putting definite questions. In 
s~m~ ca.,ei, such requests have been accompanied by other suggestions as for example that 
t e IOtereKted Government should postpone taking any steps, which :Oight have the ~ffect 
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of creating a fait accompli before the Committee was in a position to take a decision on the 
question of substance, or that the Government should present to the Council a special report 
on its intentions in the matter. 

The members .of the Colll:mittee have, in certain cases, mad~ personal representations 
to th~ representattv~ o~ .the mtere~ted Government, with the object of drawing friendly 
~Lttentwn to the adVIsa~~ty of puttmg an end t? the difficulties with which the minority is 
concerned. I~ the maJonty !>f c:-"~es the .Comffilttee addres.ses the Government in question 
through the Drrector of the Minonttes SectiOn of the Secretariat, either by writing or verbally 
either formally or informally. ' 

The Committee often does not reach a final decision, even after having received all the 
supplementary information which it may desire. The case may be regarded rather as a link 
in a long chain than as an independent affair, and the members of the Committee sometimes 
consider that such a case, although of secondary importance in itself. may be of a character 
to be brought before the Council, if other similar cases should arise. The Committee in these 
circumstanc.es, ~vi.tes tbe Minorities ~ection to follow. the case for a certain period' of time, 
and to notify tt if there should anse any fact which would appear to justify a further 
discussion between its members. 

The elasticity of the procedure of the Minorities Committee enables its members to take 
account of the circumstances special to each case, and to apply the first resolution of the third 
Assembly on the utility of informal and friendly communications between the League and the 
interested Governments as the best means of encouraging in ordinary cases good relations 
between the Governments and their minorities. The Minorities Committee has also invariably 
kept in mind the other resolutions of the third Assembly. The question, for example, whether 
a particular case should or should not be referred to the Permanent Court of International 
Justice has often been· examined by the Minorities Committees. 

(6) The above explanations concerning the work of the Minorities Committee will show, 
as M. de 11Iello·Franco stated in his report of June lOth, 1925, that, "in practice, the Minorities 
Committee has become a normal body for dealing with that part of the work of the League 
of Nations which concerns the protection of minorities ". 

The Minorities Committee was set up essentially in the interests of the minorities, and 
in order that the minorities might have direct recourse to the League of Nations. 

The Treaties merely indicated that it is the duty of the Members of the Council to watch 
over the execution of the clauses established in favour of the minorities. From the beginning· 
of the existence of the League, however, the Members of the Council have realised that, however 
keen their desire to conform with the spirit of the Minorities Treaties, it is in practice extremely 
difficult to keep directly in touch with the way in which these treaties are applied. Moreover, 
there are certain difficulties in the ·way of minorities addressing petitions directly to any 
particular individual member of the Council. A direct address of this character would have 
the same disadvantages as the old system of the protection of minorities by means of the 
intervention of the great Powers, an intervention which might be made with purely political 
ends. The covering letter of the President of the Peace Conference to the first signatory 
of a. Minorities Treaty emphasised that one of the essential reasons for the system of Minorities 
Treaties was to avoid in future the interference of a State in the internal affairs of another 
State, history having shown the danger of such a policy. Direc.t resort of the minori~ies 
to a foreign Power might, moreover, easily be interpreted by the Government responstble 
for the minorities as an action contrary to the obligation contracted by the ~norities to conduct 
themselves as loyal citizens of the country of which they are now the natiOnals. 

· The system of petitions addressed directly to the League of Nations by minorities meets 
these various difficulties. The Council recognised the system when it adopted the rep~ry of 
M. Tittoni in October 22nd, 1920, which indicated to the minorities the method of petthons 
as being an excellent means of rendering effective the protect~on ~c.corded to th.em b:y: t_he League. 
The Council at the same time wished to guarantee the mmonttes that therr petttwns would 
b~ seriously' considered, and by its resolution of the 25th o! the same mof!-th ~t. set up t~e 
Minorities Committee. The Council has thus placed at the disposal of the mmonttes a spectal 
body which enables them to state their claims without infringing in any way either the letter 
or spirit. of the treaties. Since then, in the interests of the minorities themselves, the work 
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f h Le f N t·ons has defined and strengthened the procedure of the l\finorities o t e ague o a 1 . " A ult f fi • 
Committee or, as it is often called, " the Cof!Imittee of Threbe .h s al ret.s of thveCyear~l 

· ex rience this rocedure has developed, as 18 sho~ both y t e reso u 1.ons o e m~nm 
to ;:hich ~feren~e has been made and by the increasmg body of work which the Comnnttee 
is asked to undertake. ' 

Annex 2. 1 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE AsSEMBLY AT ITS SIXTH ORDINARY SESSION. 

K ole by IM Secrel4ry- General : 
At its meeting on September 22nd, 1925, the Assembly of the League of Nations, at its 

sixth ordinary session, adopted the following resolution : 

"The Assembly approves that part of the Report on the Work of the. ~ouncil, the 
Work of the Secretariat and on the l\leasures taken to execute the DeciSions of the 
Assembly, dealing with the procedure followed with regard to the protection of minorities 
(paragraph VI of Chapter 7 of the Supplementary Rep?rt). The Lithuanian 
rt'presentative having withdrawn the proposal submitted by him on September 14th, 
1925. the Assembly requests the Secretary-General to communicate to the Council the 
discUssion which has taken place in the Sixth Committee in this connection." 

In accordance with this resolution, the Secretary-General has the honour to communicate 
to the Council those parts of the Minutes of the fourth and fifth meetings of the Sixth 
Committee of the Assembly, held on September 16th and 21st, 1925, respectively, which relate 
to the question of the protection of minorities. · 

A copy of the Sixth Committee's report and extracts from the discussions which took 
place in the Assembly on September 14th and 22nd, 1925, are annexed to this document to 
assist the Council in the study of this matter. . 

The Council may perhaps desire to consider this question during its next session. 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE FOURTH MEETING OF THE SIXTH COMMITTEE 
OF THE AsSEMBLY (SIXTH ORDINARY SESSION). 

Held on Wedne.¥day, September 16th, 1925, at 3.30p.m. 
Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) in the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Assembly had refeiTed to the Sixth Committee the following 
draft resolution presented by the Lithuanian delegation : 

" The Lithuanian delegation proposes that the Sixth Assembly of the League should 
set up a special committee to prepare a draft general convention to include all the States 
Members of the League of Nations, and setting forth their common rights and duties 
in regard to minorities." 

. 1\1. GALVANAt;SKAI! (Lit~uania) pointed on~ that the Lith.uailian delegation, in submitting 
Its proposal, d~sm:d. to brmg about some. lf!lprovement m the existing system for the 
protectiOn of mmont1es. He thought the ex1stmg system was one which was abnormal from 
various points of view. The first point to which he wished to draw attention was the legal 
im·quality w_hi<:h existed. re.gardin~ the inte~ational obligations of different Members of the 
League of Nations. ThiS mequality gave nse to difficulties both of a political and moral 

1 Annex 828 to the lllinute. of the Thirty-116venth S.,..ion of the Council. 
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characf:er- first,.because the countries wen; divided into two groups, one of which had certain 
obligatiOns to whwh the other was not subject, and, secondly, because public opinion as the 
recent I~ter-Pa~liamentary Con~ere~ce p~oved, desire~ t~e ~stablishment of general ;ules on 
this subject which should be bmdmg Without any distmctwn upon all States Members of 
the League of Nations. T~e Lit~uanian delegation had therefore felt it incumbent upon 
it to make a proposal on this subject and to suggest that a committee should be formed to 
elaborate the general rules to be binding upon all countries. 

One object to be gained in this way would be to secure a better definition of what 
constitutes a minority. The present definition referring to racial, religious and lin,.,'llistic 
minorities was far too vague and ought to be better defined. Further tbe question of 
minorities was often mixed up with territorial questions. Again, it was ~ecessary to draw 
a distin~tion b~tween differe~t. kin~s of minorities. There migh~, for instance, be an original 
populatiOn which had been livmg m a country for many centunes, alongside of which would 
be found a population which had immigrated at different times. If the latter enjoyed there 
all the rights and duties of citizens, it seemed only equitable that they should accept all the 
obligations of citizenship, and it would not be just for them to claim to have the 
rights of minorities in the same way as if they were part of the aboriginal population. 
1\I. Galvanauskas thought this was a point which needed closer attention, and considered 
it desirable that a committee should examine these questions thoroughly and review the whole 
situation in order to pave the way for a general convention. 

As regards petitions, he was of opinion that it was necessary to have a more exact 
procedure for dealing with these. It was desirable to establish a procedure which would 
afford adequate guarantees that petitions received from minorities were properly examined. 
This had always been done in tbe past under the procedure which the Council had adpoted 
experimentally, but, now that that experiment had borne good fruit, he felt sure, in the light 
of the experience gained, that it would be possible to evolve some more definite and stereotyped 
procedure. It was not only a question of guaranteeing the rights of minorities, there was 
also another aspect of it, it being desirable to put a stop to certain abuses by which it might 
happen that a neighbouring State might wish to take advantage of the existence of a minority 
of its own race in another State and use them as a form of explosive powder for causing 
disturbances. Thus, there were two aspects of the question- the rights of minorities and the 
duties of minorities. . 

For the reasons explained, the Lithuanian delegate contended that it was desirable to 
have a general convention acceptable to all. As regards the part played by Lithuania in 
regard to this question, he wished to point out that it was in no way an individual one. They 
bad accepted obligations in regard to minorities and were executing them punctually. At 
the same time, there was a wider aspect of the question. If it remained unsolved, they 
realised that it might lead to conflicts, and whilst the great Powers might engage in wars 
without imperilling their existence, the smaller States might lose their very existence in a 
war and were, therefore, more deeply inter~sted in eradicating every cause of friction. 

Dr. BENEA (Czechoslovakia) wished to say nothing for the present as to the merits of 
the proposal. Before doina so, he would first of all like to draw the attention of his colleagues 
to certain preliminary q~estions which were related to it. . 

. In the first place, States which had signed Minorit~es ~reaties, w~th th~ execu.bon of 
which the Council had been entrusted, had assumed obligatwns to theu co-signatones and 
to the Members of the Leagu11. To say, therefore, that minorities ought to be heard was 
n9t a very correct way of putting the matter. 

In the Treaties minorities had never been regarded as juridical persons, and to assume 
an obligation to co~sult them would entirely change the legal basis of theTreaties and ev~n 
of the protection of these minorities by the Council. The result would be that the Treaties 
themselves would have to be revised and the signatory States might be com~lled to assu~e 
ne_w burdens. This would appear to be a serious consideration, for all questwns concernmg 
mmorities had a delicate political aspect. · 

The proposal had also been put forward of submitting disputes to the P~rmanent Court 
?f International Justice. In this connection, he would state that. the qu~stw~ was settled 
m the Minorities Treaties and that any extension of the procedure m the directiOn suggested 
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would affect the basis of the Treaties and the rights of the Counci~, since the decision adopted 
would have t~ be of a general character. . . 

.A rt by the Council on the procedure before it had been submitted to the Comm1ttee. 
He ha.fh~d an opportunity of realising the solicitude and fairnes~ of the Member~ of. t~e 
c il He thought that the Committee and M. Colban, the Director of the Minor1t1es 
&c~~~n ·of the Secretariat, would agree that the Council, ~ laying down this J:lrocedure, had 
gone beyond the Minorities Treaties, for the precedents w~1Ch ha~ been established w~re not 
prescribed in those Treaties. Nevertheless, such w~s !heir prac.t1Ca~ :value an~ so solid w':re 
the guarantees which they afforded that the States s1gnmg the Minont1es Treaties had readily 
accepted them, and for that reason the Council had recently adopted M. de Melle-Franco's 
proposal sanctioning the procedure adopted. 

On behalf of the Czechoslovak delegation, the speaker therefore accepted the part of 
the Secretary-General's report relating to minorities. 

M. KozrcKI (Poland) desired to make a statement on this question, on behalf of Poland, 
to the effect that his country was entirely satisfied with that portion of the Se~retary-General's 
report which referred to the question of minorities .. .As reg~rds the. resolution propos.ed by 
M. Galvanauskas, it could be regarded from two pomts of View- fn·st, from th~ pomt. of 
view of the principles governing the League of Nations· and, secondly, from the pomt _of v1ew 
of the procedure suggested for the protection of minorities. .As regards th~ first·pom_t, the 
question of principle, it could be summed up as liberty, equality and fratermty. The liberty 
of the peoples Members of the League of Nations was guaranteed by the treaties; fraternity 
was ensured by the Protocol, and the question of equality remained to be settled. 

He considered that, after the war, considerable progress had been made in the protection 
of minorities. He thought that there was no reason why fur.ther progress should not be made 
in the examination of this question and more efficient steps taken towards the realisation 
of the principle of equality. For that reason, he was entirely in favour of the principle contained 
in the resolution proposed by the Lithuanian delegate. but he did not wish to make a definite 
statement for the time being with regard to the realiMation of that principle. 

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

If th~ ~ritish ~presentative had not been present, he might also have conveyed the excuses 
of the BntlSh Emp1re to ~he Committee. T~ke the case of some ill-humoured Welshman posing 
before the League of Nat10ns as the champ10n of Wales. Would the Leaaue of Nations in such 
a case play its appointed part ! For its duty was not to stir up domestl;: strife but to remove 
the causes of external disputes. 

Cn~er these circumst:-'-nces, the speaker did _not see how his country could sign a Minorities 
Convention. He recogDlSed, however, the Importance of the question raised by 
M. Galvanau8kas. · • 

. When t~e latter demanded a s~tisfactory definition of minorities and when: to ensure 
the1r protect10n, he asked that preCise rules should be drawn up which would conform as 
Dr. Bene§ bad st~ted, _to ~he term~ of the existing Treaties, the speaker fully agreed with him. 
He also ~d _w1tb brm if he desiTed the establishment, in accordance with the spirit of the 
League of N at10ns, of a procedll!O which would give full security both to the minorities 
themselv~ a~d. to the State whwb ruled over them. 
b In ~Ill opllllon, the more practical course was not to collect a large number of signatures 

ut to Y down a general procedure which would be guaranteed by all States Members of the 
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Lea,uue. If all the States signed a general convention, they would all share a special interest 
in relax~g the ?bliga.tions in ~gard t? minorities. It was not a. bad thing that there should 
still be rmpartml States which considered the protection of minorities from the general 
humanitarian standpoint. 

The speaker accordingly proposed that the committee which M. Galvanauskas had 
sugg~ste~ ~hould be appointed, but that ~ts immediate d~ty should be to prepare a definition 
of mmonties and draw. up gen~ral rules, m accordance With the Treaties, by which a general 
procedure could be defined which would be of use both to the minorities themselves and also 
to those countries which had minorities within their boundaries. 

Viscount CECIL (British Empire) recalled the fact that the Act of Berlin had laid down 
certain general p~ciples i_n v~~ue if which the sig~atory States agreed to guarantee some 
measure of protection to mmo~tles, and that the vanous States had observed these principles. 
At the Conference held at Paris in 1919, the new States and those which had gained a certain 
increase of territory had been requested to sign the Minorities Treaties, in virtue of which 
protection was assured to racial, linguistic and religious minorities. 

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

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

Count Apponyi had laid before the Assembly the three following suggestions for the 
improvement of the llxisting procedure: 

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

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

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

In conclusion, Viscount Cecil said that, in a matter as delicate as t_hat of minoritie~, 
prudence required that innovations should be avoided and that the prerogatives of the Council 
~hould be left intact. Personally, he did not wish to curtail the Co~cil'~ powers or lessen 
1ts responsibility towards the League of Nations and towards the public opnnon of the world. 

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece) observed that the Lithuanian d~l~ate ~ad .P~t two q_uestions. 
He had asked whether it would be possible to extend the eXlStmg Minonties ~rea~Ies .t? a~ 
the States Members of the League of Nations, and he had also asked how the term mmonties 
should be defined. · 

M. Dendramis proposed to answer the first question later. 
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As regards the second, the answer was contained in Mino~ties Treaties, as they. gav:e. a 
d finit' f the word " minority ". A perusal of the Treaties showed that the ~or1ties 
C::nce:~ ~ere racial, linguistic and religious minorities. T~e autho~s of th~ Tre_at1es had 
not intended to create groups of citizens who ~ould collectively enJOY spemal r1ght~ and 
privileges ; they had intended to establish equa~ty .of ~reatment b~tw~n all ~~e na~~~s 
of a State. If privileges were granted to th~ Il:lllor1ty m any coun ry, mequa Y wo e 
created between this minority and the maJOnty ; the latter would be oppressed by ~he 
minority and it would then be the majorities question which would have to engage the attentiOn 
of the League of Nations. . 

As regards procedure, the Secretariat of the League and the. Council had .reached ~he 
conclusion that the rights of minorities must be safeguarded, prov1ded .that the~ protectwn 
did not become a source of political disturbance, and the Greek delegation gave 1ts approval 
to this part of the report 

M. COHNENE (Roumania) said that, during the speeches of 'his distinguished coll~agues 
Viscount Cecil and M. de Jouvenel, his neighbour, an expert, had ~laced before ~ an 
ethnographical map covered with patches of many colours representmg, as he explamed, 
human beings sometimes, not always, ~ut o.f~n, wh? 1;1sed a language ot~er. than th~t of the 
majority and who had not the same ramal ongm or religious creed as the maJonty. Th1s expert 
had added that scholars asserted that their " facial angle " was different, which proved that 
they belonged to another race. M. Comnene had observed that these beings bore a strikihg 
resemblance to what was known as minorities. "Yes", ·the expert had answered, "but 
minorities only exist when there is a treaty ". . 

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

At the Peace Conference in 1919, the Roumanian delegates had not protested against 
the Minorities Treaties themselves but against the fact that they implied the establishment 
of two categories of countries- countries of the first class, which, in spite of having certain 
small groups of minorities, were placed under no obligations ; and countries of the second 
class, which had been obliged to assume extremely onerous obligations. 

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

Theu request had not been granted. He thought, however, that this idea which they 
~ad put forward was beginning to gain ground and to obtain the support of public opinion · 
1t had been favourably received at the various international congresses. ' 

M. Comnene said that, in any case, he questioned whether M. Galvanauskas' proposal 
was really so rash or so reckless as had been suggested. The Committee was not asked to 
proclaim the existence of minorities in a whole series of States. It was merely asked to appoint 
a commit~ee ~ examine th;e whole 9ues.ti.on and to prepa~ a draft general convention. The 
States wh1.ch did not contain any mmont1es would not be m any way inconvenienced by such 
a proceeding. Therefore, on behalf of the Roumanian delegation he desired t.o support 
M. Galv~nauskas' proposal and he asked that the proposed commit~ should be appointed. 
He. considered that, by the ~ea~s .Proposed, a solution would be obtained which would be 
satisfactory not only to public opm10n but also to the sentiments of justice and equity which 
lay at the ro?t of .th~ whole .of the work of the League of Nations, and in conformity with 
the democratic pnnmples wh1ch demand that all States Members of the League of Nations 
whether great or small, should be equal. ' 

th Lell. Cu>PICfo (l~ly) agreed with Viscount Cecil that no new body should be set up within 
e ~e o .N atJ.ons. for. t~e protection of minorities. 

e . .Th: ~ue;:on of nunontles _was ';IO ~ew one : it was part of European public Jaw which 
DJOIDe ta to accept certain pnnc1ples, such as equality, justice, etc. ' 
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These principles had been clearly defined at the First Assembly of the League of Nations 
and they formed par~ of the basi;s of the cons_tit?tion of States. It was therefore superfluou~ 
to set up new machrnery for th1s purpose Within the League of. Nations. 

M. HYMANS (Bel~ urn). said that, .as a member. of the C_onn~i~, he had followed from the 
very outset all the discussiOns regarding the question of mrnonties. In to-day's discussion 
two questions had been raised, one of principal and one of procedure. 

As regards the question of p~ciple, M. Hymans recalled the history of the minoritieR 
regime. The Peace Conference, which had created new States, modified the frontiers of certain 
States, .and assigne_d to certain conn.tries popula:tion_s _previously belonging to other States, 
had desired to proVIde for the protectiOn of the mrnontles ; the Treaty of Versailles moreover 
contained certain stipulations with this end in view. ' ' 

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

The Treaties concluded to safeguard the protection of minorities were special Treaties 
-which did not concern ev&y conntry. M. Galvanauskas proposed a new regime which did not 
figure in any treaty. He wished a universal regime to be set up for minorities. This proposal 

'was rather a dangerous one. Indeed, the institution of a system of this kind, instead of 
safeguarding peace, might easily become a permanent cause of internal conflicts and disputes 
in .the first place and subsequently might lead to international conflicts. 

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

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

The Connell could only solve these questions of minorities by the exercise of the most 
consummate skill, tact: and political insight. . 

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

In conclusion, M. Hymans expressed the hope that pro!P'ess would be made rn this matter 
without setting up any new body within the League of N ahons. 

Dr. TCHEOU-WET (China) reminded th~ Committee that, at. ~he Thir~ ~ssembly, he had 
made an· appeal in the name of Chinese philosophy, to the conciliatory spmt of the Members 
of the League. He regretted to observe that no agreement had been reached, notwithstanding 
the annual assertions of the Council. 

T~e Chinese delegation would not have asked. to sp_eak if ~he Lithuanian _propos~! had 
not raiSed a question of principle. Dr. Tcheou-Wei considered, mdeed, that thiS q?estlol:l of 
minorities only concerned European States. But the proposal for a world ~onvenhon raised 
not only the question of nationalities but that of races, and consequently directly concerned 
China. . 

The Lithuanian delegate apparently alluded to the question of religions. _H~therto! s_een 
from a Chinese standpoint the whole of Europe had belonged to the Ch~s!1an religwn. 
M. Galvanauskas therefore 'apparently extended his solicitude_ to East_ern religiOns, and Dr. 
Tcheou-Wei therefore welcomed his proposal in the_name of.rac~a~ equality. . 

Outside Europe, in other continents, the question of mmontles appeared! moreove~, ~ ~n 
altogether different light. In fact, it might be said th_at it was mor_e a question of maJontles 
placed under the domination of minorities. The Chinese delegation therefore asked the 
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Lithuanian delegation to accept the following amendment. Complete the last clause as 
follO"II"S : 

,. setting forth their common righ u a_nd ~~ties in regard to minorities and 
to the· m~jo;itiea under the domination of the mmonhes." 

If the Lithuanian delegation accep~d this. ~endment,_ the Chinese delegatio~ would 
agree t.o the proposal, but if M. ~alvanauskas mSlSted on his text, Dr. Tcheou We1 would 
be obliged to consider the Lithuaman proposal premature. 

• M. GALVANAl:SKAS, in reply to M. de Jouvenel, ask_ed why, if the question was one of 
courtesy, France, ...-ho was renowned fo~ he~ ~o~esy, did not ~ccept the proposal. M. de 
Jouvenel had said that there were no mmonhes m France, and m actual fact there were not, 
but, legally speaking, there !night be minorities- for inst~nce, in ~~e ~atte_r of religion. If 
M. de Jonvenel replied that :France had given proof of a Iibera! SJ?mt m this m~tter, then, 
having set the example, she would _have a. f_urther reason for s1gnmg a convent~on. M. de 
Jouvenel had said that he was afraid of g.vmg a pretext for unfounded complamta from a 
Breton barrister or from a provincial politician in search of popularity. But, failing these,· 
did M. de J ouvenel think that there ...-ere no lawyers in other countries capable of bringing 
these questions before the League f . 

Besides, it ...-as not merely a question of courtesy but of transferrmg to the field· of 
international law a part of a question of domestic common law. 

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

«?ne objection brought against the Lithuanian proposal was that it extended to all States. 
But •t. was generally _agreed that the machinery for settling these questions- namely, the 
Council - was working excellently. If that was so, why not give it some work to do f It. 
would not break do"II"U on that account. 

T~e. Italian .rep~'?Cntativ~ has asserted that new machinery wall being proposed for the 
supemswn of mmonties. T~ _was not so; the Council retained its right of supervision. All 
that ~~s asked for was a llilllimum of international conscience concerning the question of 
mmontles . 

. M. Hymans had explained why certain precautions had been taken with regard to new 
or reconstructed States. It was a matter of prudence. But there were States which had entered 
the League subsequentl-Y:, and. they had made declarations concerning minorities. .All that was 
proposed was to generalise thlB procedure. 
cont!fu~~h:!ta~:s deTiet to ent~;r t~e League, the question would arise whether those State! 

Th Ch" on ~e~. t ey demed 1t, how would the question be settled ! 
majorit~es ~:se e eg:te ~ad asked whether the Lithuanian proposal was designed to protect 
need be ii wo::St ~ · ~:CoJer, the past ~o!~ of the League of Nations proved that, if 
Lithuanian proposJ :a~~or: m~~~~- of DlaJontles against minorities. The aim of the 

M. Galvanamkas, therefore, maintained his proposal. 

Dr. BENE§ said that two confli t" . . 
lii. Galvanamkas and that of M H c mg bmts of View were before the Committee : that of 
a co~ pro~ ...-hich might sat~ri'!:;bod; would ask the Committee's permission to propose 

Certam delegates had expressed th d. . 
supplemented by further oblig· t. H e es~.re that the Minorities Treaties should be 
previsions of the Treaties. a 1008

• e would observe that this request was contrary to the 
Further, lii. Galvanamkas de . d th . 

common law applicable to all mino81!: that the nghts of minorities should be a matter of 
Dr. Bend thought it ad vi n •ee roughout the world. 

the ~r~tariat and the Counc;tb~et~ L!1 the Committee's attention to the difficulties wh!ch 
of lrnnonties. Negotiations had 0bee e d~'lle had encountered in dealing with this questwn 

n un ertaken and Plll"llued, and, in order to remove any 
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anxiety! ~e wished, and he was sure that. t~e Committee woul_d agree with him, to acknowledge 
the untmng work, the zeal and the effimency of the Sect10n which had conducted these· 
negotiations und~r the a~le guid~nce. o_f III. Colban. . 

From the pomt of view of mmontles, there were m the world three categori!)s of States : 

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

It had been observed that the States which had treaties sometimes found themselv4i.i 
in a difficult )~Osition. It was important to realise that minority questions involved very 
impo~ant_politwal pro_blem~. Th~ q~estion was extremely complex. Countries which had signed 
treaties wished to fulfil thmr obligattons, but they found themselves sometimes faced with the 
difficulties he had indicated. . 

In conclusion, M. Benes proposed that the Committee should adopt the following resolution: 

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

M. GALVANAUSKAS (Lithuania) and M. CoMNENE (Rouman:a) agreed to Dr. Benes' proposal. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

M. GALVANAUSKAS withdrew his proposal. 

The CHAmMAN read the following proposal submitted by Dr. Benes : . 

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

M. HYMANS observed that, M. Galva.nauskas' proposal having been withdrawn, the text 
needed modification. . 

M. DE JouvENEL proposed the following text: 

" The Committee approves the report on pro~dure and co~municates to the Council 
the exchanae of views which has taken place m order that It may make any further 
improveme;';.ts in this procedure that it considers possible." 

M. GALVA"'NAUSKAS said that the question had been discussed exhaustively and not merely 
f~om t~e point of view of procedure. He was content, however, to leave the matter to the 
discretton of the Council. 
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· h h c •ttee had to consider a proposal by M. Galvanauskas 
M. CoMNtNE sa1d t at t e omiW . n of a chan e of procedure. AJJ.y discussion on 

amended by Dr. BeneA and ~~tb a qu:~t~e and dang!rous and the only item on the agenda 
procedure at the m~ment wou e pret. _;. d by the Lithuanian delegation. 
of the Sixth ComiWttee was the ques wn ·-e 

C d t th Committee the adoption of the following draft resolution : Viscount ECIL propose o e . 
" The Committee approves that part of the _Council's _report which relate~ to 

minorities and the Lithuanian representative havingWI~hdrawnhi~ pr~f!OSal. the som~uttee 
communi~tes 'to the Council the debate which has taken place m t IS connec on. 

• Dr. BENEB,M. DE JOUVENEL,M. GALVANAUSKAS and J\[. CoMNtNE said that they accepted 
Viscount Cecil's proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN put Viscount Cecil's proposal to the vote. 
TM proposal was aiWpted. 
On the proposal of Dr. NAN SEN (Norway), which was unanimously adopted, the Committee 

appointed Count VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENliURG (Netherlands) Rapporteur. 

EXTRACT FROM THE MiNUTES OF THE FIFTH MEETING OF THE SIXTH COMMITTEE 
OF THE ASSEMBLY (SIXTH ORDINARY SESSION). 

Held on Monday, September 21st, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 
Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Salvador) in the Chair. 

Count VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENBURG (Netherlands) read the following report and draft 
resolution : · 

" The Assembly, by its decision of September 15th, referred to the Sixth Comii_littee ~he 
following proposal submitted on September 14th, 1925, by M. Galvanauskas, Lithuarnan 
dell'gate: 

" 'The Lithuanian delegation proposes that the Sixth Assembly of the League should 
det up a special committee to prepare a draft general convention to include all the ~tat~s 
Members of the League of Nations and setting .forth their common rights and duties m 
regard to minorities.' 

"The Sixth Committee fully discussed this very important question at its meeting _on 
September 16th, many delegates taking part in the discussion. On the one hand, the attentwn 
of the Committee was drawn to the fact that the treaties and declarations for the protection 
of minorities of race, language or religion are only the concern of certain States, while other 
States are exempt from such obligations, and this wonld not be in conformity with the principle 
of equality between States. On the other hand, several delegates pointed out that this way 
of looking at the question was not correct, since the special position of States bound by certain 
treaties or declarations was the result of special circumstances prevailing in those States. 

" During the discussion, the question also arose of the procedure followed by the Council 
and the Secretariat for dealing with concrete questions relating to the protection of minorities. 
In this connection, the Committee discussed paragraph VI of Chapter 7 of the Supplementary 
Report to the Assembly on the Work of the Council, on the Work of the Secretariat and on 
the Measures taken to execute the Decisions of the Assembly. Several speakers paid a tribute 
to the w~>rk accomplished by the Council in the execution of its delicate duties and emphasised 
the menta of the procedure at present in force ; some suggl'stions were made that this 
procedure might be improved, but it was pointed out that, whatever was done the provisions 
of the Minority Treaties must be respected. ' 

" At the end !Jf t~e discussion, it was proposed that the Committee should recommend 
the Assembly to gtve 1hl fonnal approval to the above-mentioned part of the report and this 
proposal was favourably received by various speakers. ' 
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"Dr. Bene§, the Czechoslovak representative, proposed that in view of the difference 
of opinion mention.ed ab~ve, the Commit~ might unanimously rec~mmend that the Assemblv 
should refer the diSCUSSIOnS of the Committee on the Lithuanian proposal to the Council of 
the League. . 

" In vi~w of this proposal, M. Galv:anauskas, Lithuanian representative, stated that he 
withdrew his proposal. In order to bnng Dr. Benes' proposal' into line with the situation 
thus created, Viscount <Jt:cil, represe?tative of the British Empire, proposed that the Committee 
should adopt the followmg resolution : 

. ".' :rhe Committee. appro.ves that part _of the Council's report which relates to 
mmori~Ies and, th~ Lithuaruan repres~ntative having withdrawn his proposal, the 
Committee commurucates to the Council the debate which has taken place in this 
connection.' 

" Viscount Cecil's proposal was approved by the Committee. 
" The Sixth Committee has decided to submit the following draft. resolution to the 

Assembly for approval : . 

" ' The Assembly takes note of the Sixth Committee's report with regard to the 
protection of minorities and adopts the following resolution : 

· "'"The Assembly approves that part of the Report on the Work of the Council, 
the·Work of the Secretariat and on the Measures taken to execute the Decisions 
of the Assembly, dealing with the procedure followed with regard to the protection 
of minorities (paragraph VI of Chapter 7 of the Supplementary Report). .The 
Lithuanian representative having withdrawn the proposal submitted by him on 
September 14th, 1925, the Assembly requests the Secretary-General to communicate 
to the Council the discussion which has taken place in the Sixth Committee in this 
connection.'' ' " 

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

Without going fully into the question of the inequality between the States Members 
of the League, he emphasised the point that minorities were subject to unequal treatment. 
Some were protected by the international conventions, others were not, and this fact was 
the first cause of inequality. In the same way, the procedure for admission to the League 
of Nations was not the same for all countries. Up to the present, in order to become a l\Iember 
of the League, a State had to undertake obligations with regard to the minorities in its 
territory. What would be the procedure in future f If a country wished to become a Member 
of the League, would it be sufficient for it merely to state that it had no minorities f On the 
contrary, it would seem logical, in view of the precedents created, to subject the future Member 
of the League to the same obligations. . . . . .. 
. ;Another question of no less importance was the definition of mmont1es. Could 
trnilllgrants form a minority or not f He did not think so, because they entered the country 
of ~he~ own free will, and, by assuming the nationality of the country, under~ook _to conform 
to_1~s m~ernal legislation. Distinction should, therefore, be drawn betw~en u~nngrants and 
or!gmal mhabitants who, having been tran~fen:ed by treaty from one nationality to another, 
might constitute what was known as a mmonty . 

. Count Apponyi's proposal to make minorities legal entities fro~ the intem~tional ~oint 
of VIew would appear to be inadmissible at any rate at the present t1me, because mtematwnal 
l~w at ~resent only recognised States' as legal entities. Count Apponyi's proposal would 
disorgaruse the whole of international life. 

In conclusion, the speaker defined the fundamental teas on for his proposal - namely, 
that, as the question of minorities had often formed ~he pretex~ for wa~, means mus~ be found 
~ settle this question in order to increase international secunty, which was of stlll greater 
Importance for the small States than for the large ones. 
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The CHAIR.\U.N pointed out that ~he discus~ion on the fundamental principle of the 
question had been closed at the preVIous meetmg. 

· B · · h E · ) in view of the Chairman's remarks, renounced his 
VL~count CEciL ( ntis mpl.l'e 'k 'th hom he could not agree either in regard 

intention of replying to M. Galvanaus as, Wl w f t t" h' 
to his manner of presenting his opponent's arguments or o res a 1ng 1s own. 

· M. VEVERKA (Czechoslo~akia) proposed that the last lines of the fourth paragraph of 
the report should be worded as follows : . 

"Some suggestions were made that this procedure migh~ be _i~proved,_ but it was 
pointed out that, whatever was done, the provisions of the Mmont1es Treaties must be 
respected." · 

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

The report u-itll this amendment was adopted. 

EXTRACT FROM THE VERBATIM RECORD OF THE SIXTH ORDINARY SESSION OF THE ASSEMRI.Y 
OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

1'entll Plenary Meeting, held on Monday, September Uth, 1925. 

• 0 • 0 • • • • • • 0 • 0 

Count Al'PONYI (Hungaq) : 

Let us now review, as briefly as possible, the question of minorities. I will say, in the 
first place, that this year, as last year, this is still a burning question. In the few words I 
said on this subject at the last Assembly I did not mention any particular case or make a!ly 
specific accusation. This year my procedure will be the same. InD.eed, to act otherwise 
would be quite useless, as it would merely poison an atmosphere which it is our duty to keep 
as pure as possible and free from any spirit of antagonism or criticism. 

If, in the matter of minorities, the work of the League and the Council has not yet produced 
the results for which we had hoped, if it has not yet succeeded in fully reassuring the 
40 million citizens who compose these minorities, it is not due to lack of goodwill or capacity 
on the part of the eminent members of the Council. I think it is due rather to defects in 
procedure, and, since the Council has been kind enough to submit to us a report setting out 
and enumerating all the changes in procedure which have been made since it first considered 
the quPstion, I think we are well within our rights in offering a few observations on this subject. 

To be brief, it appears to me that the Council's procedure needs to be amended on three 
points. It is not I who have invented these points; the International Federation of League 
of Nations SoeiPties has defined them in a resolution which was unanimously adopted by 
repret«>ntatives of public opinion in almost all the countries of Europe. 

The first amendment, the first usage, the new provision which I should like to see 
introduced into the Council's regulations with regard to minorities would be this : When 
petitions emanate ~ro_m ~ert~in sources: from supreD_Ie ecclasiastical organisations or the 
"ultur.tl and econom1c mstltutwns of the different countnes. they could and should be considered 
as documents to be laid before the Council without further examination. There is no need 
to expla~n. in de~ail the reasons for ~his. suggestion. It seems to me that simply to reject 
such p_ehtwn~ Wltho!lt furtber_exammatwn would be regarded by the minorities in question 
WI_ a kind of 1nsu!t; 1t _would d1sturb - even seriously disturb - their seme of security and 
m1g-ht shake thell' beli~f that their caus_e w_as receiving serious considm·ation, a matter as 
relevant and almost 113 Important as the Justice of the decisions themselves. 
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The second reco~mendation. ~hich I venture to make is this: That at all stages of the 
procedure represent~tives of petitiOners sh(;JUl~ have the right to be heard and should be 
allowed to state their case and reply to obJe~tu?ns, as in an ordinary lawsuit. 

You ~ay ;perhaps reply that the Council 18. always free to hear these representatives 
whenever It thinks fit, and I am sure the Council makes use of this right whenever such a 
·:ourse appears necessary. In such a case, however, the Council exercises discretionary powers 
lnd the use of discretionary powers only inspires confidence amongst the limited numbe; 
·Jf those who know the persons to whom the discretionary power has been granted. The 
~reat mass of the people concerned can only have confidence when there is a fixed legal rule 
determining and defining their rights. 

The third observation I sh~uld like to make is this : Whenever a point of law is raised 
at the request of one of the parties, reference to the Permanent Court of International Justice 
for an advisory opinion should be obligatory. This does not imply lack of confidence. I 
am ~ound to r!li~~r~te this point, becaus~ last year a similar expression of opinion offended 
eertam susceptlbllitles. I am not proposmg a vote of no confidence. I am not criticising 
the distinguished members of the Council. I am merely enunciating a principle which is 
recognised by the whole world. The settlement of points of law is work not for political 
assemblies but for courts of law. It is work for the courts specially set up to decide litigious 
questions. 

I should like to offer one further observation of a general nature. 
I have said that there can be no question of a vote of no confidence. Similarly, to press 

the question of the fate of minorities does not imply any hostile. feeling towards those 
countries which have large minorities. 

On the contrary, I think it is as much to their interest- from the point of view of national 
consolidation - as it is to the interest of peace and tranquillity in general that minorities 
should not only enjoy all the rights which treaties accord them but should also be assured 
that, in case of dispute, these questions will be judged from a legal and not a political angle. 
In these matters the psychological aspect of the question is as important as the decision itself. 

M. GALVANAUSKAS (Lithuania): 
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, - I have no intention of examining in detail the 

various features of the remarkable work accomplished by the League during the past year. 
I will merely draw your special attention to one of the most important questions of the day : 
the protection of minorities. 

The present system, despite the splendid services it has rendered to humanit:y, suffers 
from a defect which it would be extremely dangerous to ignore any longer. This system 
linlits the sovereignty of a certain number of States, whilst justice demands th~t the noble 
eause of the protection of minorities should confer the same rights upon, and reqmre the same 
duties on the part of, all the Members of the League. 

The question of minorities is a question of domestic public law sub~tted to the contr?l 
and guarantee of the League. Though Lithuania entirely agrees that thl8 branch of d?mest~c 
public law needs such control and guarantee, she is also firmly convinced that neither 18 
permissible unless exercised in the case of all the States Members of the League. 

The inequality in the position of th& different _Member_s of the Le~e in this respect is 
a drawback both from the political and the moral pomts of view. Mor~ uwty. among Meii_~bers 
?f the League is impossible so long as the so'!ereignty of some 18 restncted by higher 
•nterests, whilst others are under no such restramt. 

That is why it appears to me desirable that the Leagu_e should mak_e a general statement 
regarding the protection of minorities, in1posing the same nghts a~d dl:'ti~s UJ?On ~I! the States 
Members of the League in respect of their racial, ~e~gious and !ifig~s~lC nun on ties. . 

In making this proposal 1 believe that I am vmcmg the _public opmwn of the world. First 
of all I will remind you of the resolution passed by the Thud Assembly on September 21st, 
1922. It states : 

" The Assembly expresses the hope that the ~ta~~ whi~h are not bound by a~y 
legal obligations to the League with respect to ;'Dm?ri~es ~ _n_evertheless obse~ve m 
the treatment of their own racial, religious or lingmstlC mmonti~s at least as high a 
standard of justice and toleration as is required by any of the treaties and by the regular 
action of the Council." 
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This is a first step along the path I recommend ; but tl~e pub~ic _opinion of the world 
is no longer satisfied with a recommendation. ' I~ demands mn_cula JU~IS from all. 

The Twenty-first Conference of the Inter-Parliame~tary Umon, ~hich me~ at.C!openhag~n 
in 1923, has already prepared a declaration of the ~tghts and duttes of mmonttes. I Wtll 
read you Resolution No. 1, annexed to this DeclaratiOn: 

" In view of the desirability of bringing about the adopti?n, as principles !ecognised 
by int~rnationallaw and by the constitutional law o! States "!l'lth_ ~ representattve s~&~etn 
of government, of the fundament~! rights and duttes of mmonttes of race or religiOn, 

"The Twenty-first Inter-Parliamentary Conference asks the groups to lay before 
their respective Governments the accompanying Declaration of the rights and duties 
of minorities, 

"And requests the IntPr-Parliamentary Bureau' to transmit the said Declaration 
to the League of Nations with a view to the drafting of a general convention between 
the States o~ the basis of the principles set forth in the Declaration." . 

I propose that we should give due recognition to the spirit of universality manifested in this 
resolution and that a special committee be appointed to draft a general convention for all 
l\Iembers of the League, laying down their common rights and duties towards minorities. The 
Lithuanian delegation has therefore the honour to propose that the Sixth Assembly of the 
League should set up a special committee to prepare a draft general convention to include all 
the Stat-es Members of the League of Nations and setting forth their common rights and duties 
in regard to minorities. 

After so many remarkable speeches it is difficult for me to add anything new on the 
question of international peace. No institution, indeed, is better qualified than the 
League to do this work. The guarantees demanded by the small nations are not peculiar to this 
or that Latin or Anglo-Saxon idea. The small nations will always support any attempt to 
achieve a just peace. I emphasise the word " just ". Without justice there can never be moral 
disarmament. and consequently there can never be a durable peace. 
. Justic~ mus~ be_ th': ba~is_ of moral peac~. Nothing can prevail against justice. Nothing 
m companson w1th JUStiCe IS rmmovable or tmmutable. Our ideal should be not peace alone 
but peace based upon justice. 

EXTRACT FROM THE VERBATIM RECORD OF THE SIXTH ORDINARY SESSION OF THE AsSEMBLY 

OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

Fourteenth Plenary Meeting, held on Tuesday, September 22nd, 1925. 

THE PRESIDENT : 

The n~xt item _on ~~e agenda is the discussion of the report of the Sixth Committee on 
the protectiOn of mmortttes. 

(At the invitation of the President, Count van Lynden van Sandenburg (Netherlands) 
Rapporteur, and 111. Guerrero (Salvador), Chairman of the Committee took their places on th~ 
platform.) ' 

THE PRESIDENT : 

The Rapporteur will address the Assembly. 

Count V~N LYNDEN YAN SANDENBURG (Netherlands), Rapporteur : 
St z:an_•!att~ :_Mr. President, _ladies and gentlemen,- Under the Peace Treaties of Versailles, 

· ~rmam, nanon and Nemlly, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Roumania and the Kingdom of 
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the Serbs, Cro~ts and ~lc>_venes, and m~~er the Treaty of Lausanne, Greece, all agreed to 
conclude t~eatles contaiDIDg such provl8lons as the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
might co':lsider nece.ssary to Pf?t~ct the. in~re~ts o.f racial, religious and linguistic minoritit~s. 

I.n virtu~ of thiS under.takmg, specml Minority Treaties " were concluded between the 
Prinmpal Allied and Associated Powers and each of the above-mentioned five States the 
provisions of these treaties being guaranteed by the League of Nations. ' 

Under the Peace Treaties of St. Germain, Trianon, Neuillv and Lausanne Austria 
Hnn!!ary, Bulgaria and Turkey agreed to similar provisions. • ' ' 

There are, in addition, special conventions which contain provisions relating to the 
protection of certain minorities, as, for example, the Treaty concluded between Poland and the 
Free City ?f Danzig on ~o~ember 9th, 1920, t~e Germano-Polish Convention of May 15th, 
1922, relatmg ~o Upper .Sile~I!L• and the Conv~nt10n of May 8th, 1924, concerning Memel . 

. The qne_st10n of ~on~Ies was de~lt .with by the first Assembly of the League, more 
particularly m connectiOn With the admission of new States, and the following resolution was 
adopted: 

" In the event of Albania and the Baltic and Cauca.~ian States being admitted to the 
League, the Assembly requests that they should take the necessary measures to enforce 
the principles of the Minorities Treaties and that they should arrange with the Council 
the details required to carry this .object into effect." 

In conformity with this resolution, Albania, Estonia, Latvia and Lit.huania, which 
were admitted as Members of the League by the first and second Assemblies, made declarations 
before the Council concerning the protection of the minorities in their respective c.onntries. 

Finland, after having grant~d the inhabitants of the Aland Islands local autonomy, in 
virtue of a Law of May 7th, 1920, gave guarantees, in its declaration to the Council on June 
27th, 1921, that this law should be amended, and undertook to inform the Council of the 
application of the guarantees. In a resolution dat~d October 2nd, 1921, the Council t{)ok note 
of the information relating to the posit.ion of racial, religious and linl!uistic minorities in Finland 
furnished by the Finnish representat.ive. 

The question came before the third Assembly iu virtue of proposals submitted by Professor 
Gilbert Murray (delegate of South Africa) and Dr. Walt~rs (delPgat~ of Latvia), and a rPsolution 
was adopted, paragraph 4 of which reads as follows : 

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

l<'inally, the Fourth Assembly dealt with the matter and passed a resolution providing 
that : 

" In accordance with the resolution of the Council dat~d September 5th, 1923, the 
communication of minorities petitions shall be restricted to th~ Members of the t'ouncil. 
By virtue however of paragraph V of the Assembly resolutiOn dated Sept~mber 21st, 
1922 the' Governm'ent of any Member of the League can request the Secretariat to 
com~unicate to it any petition (together with the observations of the Government 
concerned) which have been communicated to the Council." 

The Lithuanian delegation sublnitt~d to the present Assembly the following proposal 
which was referred to your Sixth Committee : 

" The Lithuanian delegation proposes that the Sixth Ass~rnbly ?f the Leab'lie should 
set up a special committee t.o prepare a draft general con~ention to 1n~lude all the ~tat~s 
Members of the League of Nations and setting forth their common nghts and duties w 
rel!ard to minorit.ies." 

In view of the divergence of opinion which arose in the_Sixth Commit~ whe_n the ruatti'r 
was discussed, it was decided, after M. Galvanauskas had Withdrawn the Lithnaman proposal, 
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that a draft resolution should be submitted to the Assembly requesting_ the Secret~ry-G_ener~l 
to communicate to the Council the discussion which took place m the S1xth Committee m th1s 

connection. h '" k f th c "I 1 · h The Committee also took note of the part of the Report on t e ~· or o . e ounm w nc 
·concerns the procedure followed by the Coun~il in minority questions. ~hiS procedure ~as 
already been frequently discussed by the Counctl and the Assembly. ResolutiOns on ~e sublect 
were adopted by theCouncilonOctober22nd, 19:!0, June_ 27th, 1921,_ and S~ptember oth, _1923., 
and the questio~ was ?ealt with by theSec_o_nd~nd ThrrdAsse~b.lies. Qw~recently, w~th the 
object of amenchng th1s procedure and famlitatmg_ t~e very difficult and 1m~ortant t,ask ~f 
the President of the Council, without, however, modifymg tht; terms of the Tr~at1es, the Connctl 
considered the matter afresh and decided, in accordance w1th the conclusiOns of the report 
submitted by the representative of Brazil, to adopt the rules which are to be found on pages 
lll to 20 of the Supplementary Report on the Work of the ~ouncil. . . 

Among these rules, I would mention the following, wh1ch relate to the constitutiOn of the 
.. Committee of Three"' : 

"Any petition submitted and which may be accepted under the terms of the Council 
resolution of September 5th, 192:l, is examined by the President of the Council and _by 
two members appointed by him in each case, neither of whom shall be the representative 
of the State to which the persons belonging to the minority in question are subject, or the 
representative of a State neighbouring on that State, or the representative of a State a 
majority of whose population belongs, from the ethnical point of view, to the same people 
as the persons in question." 

If these conditions apply to the President of the Council, the latter will be replaced by the 
member of the Council who exercised the duties of President immediately before the Acting 
President, provided he is not in the same position. 

The sole object of the examination of a minority petition by this Committee is to establish 
whether it is advisable or not for members of the Committee to exercllie the right of dmwing 
the attention of the Council to the infraction, or danger of an infraction, which is the subject of 
the petition, while reserving to other members of the Council the right of initiative recognised 
under the Treaties. 

The Committee's resolution adds, therefore, that all the members of the Council shall 
receive the document for the examination of which the Committee is set up and can, if they 
take a special interest in the matter, inform themselves, through the Secretariat, of the 
treatment of the petition in the Committee, and, if necessary, submit to the Committee their 
own observations. 

The Sixth Committee proposes that you should approve that part of the Report on the 
Work of the Council which relates to this pro~edure and should consequently adopt t.he 
following resolution : 

" ~he Asse!I1blr. takes note of the Sixth Committee's report with regard to the 
protectiOn of mmor1t1es and adopts the following resolution : 

" 'The Asset!lbly ap_proves that part of the Report on the Work of the Council, 
the Work of the Secretarmt and on the Measures taken to execute the Decisions of the 
Assembly dealing with the procedure followed with regard to the protection of minorities 
(pa:agrap~ VI of_ Chapter 7 of the Supplementary Report). The Lithuanian represen
tative havmg witlulrawn the proposal submitted by him on September 14th, 1925, the 
.~s~embly requests the Secretary-General to communicate to the Council the discussion 
winch haij taken place in the Sixth Committee in this connection. • " 

The PREsm•;NT : 

Count Apponyi, delegate of Hungary, will address the Assembly. 

Cou?t APPO:!i"YI (IIungary) : 
th La~es _anti gentlemen, - The Ilungari:m delegation regrets that it is unable to support. 
of et~n;o~ko~; ;lfe t~e re!~1ort Jd"us

8
t subn~tte~ to yon, which expresses unqualified approval 

1 ounc1 an · ecretanat m the matter of minorities. 
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I simply desire to make this declamtion. There is no need for me to renrt to the 
sugge~tio~s I mad~ :W~~n I addre~sed_the Assell!bly a few days ago. I said then that 1 had 
no intentwn of cnticlsmg_ or callmg mto questwn the competence of those eminent persona 
who co~stitute t_he Council ; I stated that I had found dt>fecta in the proCt>dure, and I made 
111ggestwns for 1~s amendment: 

They were s1mply ~~ggestw~s and not proposals, because it seemed to me that the 
Assembly was not qualified to dictate to the Council its method of procedure. Under our 
Rules of Procedure and under the terms of the Covenant, the Council is autonomous within 
the limits of its specific powers. Wbat I desired, and what I still urge is that the 'council 
should consider my suggestions with a view to their being incorporated in the Hules of 
Procedure. 

Until those sugge~t.ions are taken into account. the Hung~rian delegation cannot express 
its fonnal and unqualified approval of the work of the Council and of the Secretariat in the 
matter of minorities. 

I was unfortunately obliged to be absent from Geneva for some days and was unable 
to take part in the discussions of the Sixth Committee, where my suggestions were the subject 
of criticism to which I cannot reply here. 

The only point I desire to mention is this : one objection advanced against my 1>roposals 
was that their acceptance would necessitate the amendment of the 1\linorities Treaties. I do 
not think that this is so, and I am prepared to prove it whenever there is an opportunity of 
reopening our discussion. I simply desire to-day to inform you that, in view of the reasons 
I have just given, the Hungarian delegation greatly regrets that it cannot ac<·ept the conclusions 
of the report submitted on the question of minorities. 

I do not ask for a vote by roll-call, but, if such a vote were taken, Hungary would be 
obliged to abstain from voting. The Hungarian delegation reserves the right to raise the 
question again at the next Assembly. 

THE PRESIDENT : 
M. Hymans, delegate of Belgium, will address the Assembly. 

M. Hnt:ANS (Belgium) : 
Ladies and gentlemen. - I do not propose to speak on the protection of minorities in 

connection with Count Apponyi's remarks. The delegate of Hungary himself did not desire, 
at the time when the report was examined, to reopen the discussion he raised some days ago. 

I merely wish to inform him that the Sixth Committee, which dealt at some length with 
the Council's work in regard to minorities, examined every aspect of the question, and, in fact, 
discussed some of the suggestions he made in the Assembly. 

The Committee proposed to communicate to the Council the Minutes of its discussions 
on the question ; in this way the Council will be informed of _Count Apponyi'~ views: 

The Council, as the .Assembly is aware, recently took vanous measures Wlth a v1ew to 
improving the procedure for the examination of minorities questions, and I can assure Count 
Apponyi that it will constantly bear the question in mind and is quite prepared to receive 
suggestions for the improvement of the present procedure. 
. The Assembly will feel, I think, that these fe"! ~ords of mine have serve~ some pu11;1ose 
if they have shown Count Apponyi that the Council iS only too ready to con8lder suggestions 
for the improvement of this intricate and highly important procedure. 

M. Henry DE JouvENEL (France): 
I. desire to inform the Assembly that in the Sixth Committee, on which every country 

is represented, the Report on the Work of the Council was unanimously and unreservedly 
accepted. 

THE PRESIDENT : 
~ no one else wishes to speak, I will now put to the vote the tesolution submitted by 

the S1xth Committee, which reads as follows : 

" The Assembly takes note of the Sixth _Commit~'& report with regard to the 
Protection of minorities and adopts the followmg resolutwn : 
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,, 'The Assembly approves that part of the Report on the Work of the ~!>unci!, 
the Work of the Secretariat and on the Measures ta~en to execute the DeclSu?nB of 
the Assembl dealing with the procedure followed wtth regard to the protect10n of 
minorities (~aragraph VI of Chapt_er 7 of the SupplementarY: Report).. The 
Lithuanian representative having wtthdrawn the proposal submttted by ~ on 
Se tember 14th, 1925, the Assembly requests the &creta_ry-Gene'-:11.1 to comm.uruca~e 
to pthe Council the discussion which has taken place m the Sath Comrruttee lU 

this connection.' " 

The ~esolution roa.• adopted. 

1. DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE PROCEDURE TO BE ADOPTED IN REPLYING 
TO PETITIONS. 

EXTRACT FRO.M THE MINUTES OF THE FORTIETH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL - MEETING HELD 
ON .JUNE 10TH, 1926. 

"\.'"'f.~ 

A. Present Praotic~ with. Regard to Replies sent to Private Petitioners in the Matter of Protection 
of Minorities. 

M. DE MELLO-FRANCO read the following report : 

"At the meeting of the Council on March 17th, 1926, the question was raised of the 
procedure at present adopted in replying to private petitioners both in the matter of. the 
protection of minorities and in regard to mand~ted te~tories. The ~ecret:u-Y-.G:eneral ~~s gtven 
us in the document C.312(1).M.ll8.1926.l 1 mformatwn concerrung mmonttes pet1t10ns. I 
think that the Council will join me in thanking the Secretary-General for the very clear 
statement contained in this docllll1ent. The matter does not seem to call for further action by 
the Council." 

The Council Adopted the report. 

Annex. 1 

NOTE BY THE SECRETARY-GENERAL CONCERNING THE PRESENT PRACTICE 
WITH REGARD TO REPLIES BENT TO PRIVATE PETITIONERS IN THE MATTER OF PROTECTION 

OF MINORITIES. 

I. The Secretary-General has the honour to circulate to the Council the following account 
of the present practice with regard to replies sent to petitioners to the League of Nations in 
matters concerning minorities protection. 

II. The Secretariat acknowledges receipt of minorities petitions if sufficient address 
ia given. This acknowledgment o_f. receipt is usually. of an entirely formal character, and 
only states the fact that the pet1t10n has been received. · 

m. As soon as a minorities petition ia received in the Secretariat it is examined in order 
to ascertain whether it fnlfils the conditi?ns laid down in the Council 'resolution of September 
5th, 1923, and whethe~,. con~quently, 1t ~hall be dealt with under the ordinary minorities 
proce_dnre .. If the pet1t10n 18 fo~d receivable, the acknowledgment of receipt does not 
mentwn th1s fact. S~o.nld the petitiOner address in writing a fonnal question to the Secretariat 
as to whether the pet1t10n bas been found receivable, or as to what action ia taken on it, he is 

1 A nun 8~5 to t.he ~Iinute.a of tho Fortieth ~;.,....ion of till' Council. 
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informed that it is bei_ng_ dealt with in conformity with the procedure adopted by the Council 
for such cases. But It IS not expressly stated that the petition has been found receivable. 
The Secretariat is disinclined to give the petitioner definite and official information to that 
effect. ~.he reaso~s for. t_his reserved attitude towards the petitiont1r in the question of the 
receivabihty of his pet1t10n are two· fold : 

(a) In principle, everybody is free to petition the League in minorities matters. 
But the petitioner, according to the Minorities Treaties and the procedure in force is 
~ot a party to a ll!'wsuit b~tween himself and the interested Government. His petition 
IS only a source of mformat10n for the Members of the Council, to enable them to exercise 
t.heir rights and duties under. the Treaties. 

(b) Th!l decision by the Secretariat to the effect that a petition is receivable is not 
final, but can be contested by the interested Government, and the question as to its 
receivability then goes before the President of the Council, who may consult with two 
of its other Members. This question of receivability may eventually go before the full 
Council at the request of the interested Government. · 

IV. When minorities petitions are not found receivable by the Secretariat, each case 
is considered upon its merits. In principle, it would be sufficient to send a formal 
acknowledgment of receipt and to take no further action. That is what is ordinarily done 
when the Secretariat can take it for granted that the petitioner is aware of the conditions 
to be fulfilled if the petition is to be receivable and nevertheless does not comply with them. 
In cases in which it may be considered that the petitioner, while perhaps aware of these 
conditions, is not aware of the fact that his case is presented in such a way as not to conform 
to the conditions, the Secretariat tries to draw the petitioner's attention to points which be 
hal! not made clear. However, the Secretariat is obliged to exercise the greatest care in this 
matter, as it has no authority to give advice to petitioners as to how to present their case. 
For this reason, the reply of the Secretariat points out that such-and-such fact, which is essential 
in order to bring the matter within the scope of the Minorities Treaty, is not made clear in the 
petition. Should the petition come from a petitioner who seems to be unaware of the conditions 
laid down by the Council for petitions being considered receivable, the Secretariat, in 
acknowledging receipt, has in some cases stated in quite a general way that the petition does 
not seem to fulfil these conditions. In certain cases, a copy of the Council resolution of 
September 5th, 1923, which lays down these conditions, has been forwarded to the petitioner 
for his guidance. Moreover, anybody can, by writing to the Secretariat, obtain information 
as to the rules of procedure laid down by the Council. The pamphlet issued by the 
Information Section of the Secretariat on the minorities problem gives detailed information 
of the conditions under which a petition is considered receivable. 

V. When a petition is considered receivable by the Secretariat, it is communicated 
to the interested Government for observations and, together with any observations received, 
is circulated to all the Members of the Council for information. Under the Council resolution 
of September 5th, 1923, the petition and the observations of the Government concerned are 
communicated to the Members of the Council only, and are not made public. The l\lembers 
of the League not represented on the Council may, however, under the resolution of t_he 
fourth ordinary session of the Assembly dated September 26th, 1923, req~est the Secreta:nat 
to communicate to them petitions, communicated to the Council, together With the obMervattons 
of the Government concerned. The Council, under the resolution of September 5th, 1923, 
may, after the matter has been duly submitted to it, direct that the documents shall 
b~ cm;nmunicated to the general public. In practice,_ it has been ~o~s.id~red that, when a. 
mmonties question bas been brought before the Council through t~e mitiatlve of ~ne or mo~e 
of its Members all the documents relating to that case are accessible to the public. But, if 
~his is not don~, the petitioner willf!o.t be informed of. ~he contents of the observati.ons of the 
mterested Government on his petitiOn. Many pet1t10ners - for example, Parliamentary 
deputies - can of course normally obtain from their own Government a copy of th~> 
Council docume~t containu;_g that Government's observations. 

VI. When a petition and any observations on it of the Government con~erncd have 
been communicated to the Members of the Council, the President calls upon two of his colleagues 
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t · the documents with him in Committee. A detailed explanation of the position 
of ::::k of the Minorities Committees is given in the ~upplementar;y- Report to the. sixth 
ordinary session of the Assembly. The Minorities Commtttees do not mform the pe~tttoners 
of the contents of the observations of the Government concerned, and do not enter mto .any 
discussion with them. The reason for this is the same as. t.he re~son for the Secretarmt.:s 
attitude described under III (a) above -namely, that the p~tttt~n~er ts not~ party to a.lawsmt 
between himself and the interested Government. A l\Iinonttes Com~mttee may l!lstruct 
the Secretariat to ascertain certain facts from any source, but this does not mvolve 
communication to the petitioner of the observati~ns of the int~res~ed Government, and in 
practice the lllinorities Committees as a rule refram from entermg mto any correspondence 
with the petitioners. . 

VII. The Minorities Committee may terminate its work in two ways: 

(1) The question is referred to the Council. In that case the petitioners will have the 
same opportunity as the general public of seeing the Committee's report and all the documents 
submitted to the Council, including the observations of the Government concerned. 

(2) The question is not referred to the Council. (As shown in the Supplementary Report 
to the ~ixth ordinary session of the Assembly, this does not, of course, mean that the Commtttee 
has confined itseU to an entirely negative attitude.) In this case the Committee does not 
normally make any report to the Council. In 1922 there were four cases in which the 
Minorities Committees made reports to the Council on the negative result of their examination 
of a minorities petition and of the observations of the interested Government (documents 
C.197.M.109.1922.1, C.210.M.ll4.1922.I, C.478.1922.1 and C.479.1922.1). In none of these 
cases was the opinion of the interested Government asked before the report was addressed 
to the Council. The reports were not inserted in the Official Journal. Recently, Minutes 

. were drawn up by a Minorities Committee and, in a,.,areement with the representative of the 
interested Government, are being inserted in the Official J 011rnal. In no other case has the 
termination of the work of a Minorities Committee given rise to a communication to the 
Council or to the general public and, where no such communication has been made, the 
Secretariat does not consider itseU authorised to take the initiative of informing the petitioner 
of the result of his petition. If a petitioner were to request such information, the normal 
reply would be that no Member of the Council had so far taken the initiative of bringing the 
question raised in the petition to the attention of the Council under the Minorities Treaty. 

8. RECEIVABILITY OF PETITIONS CONCERNING PERSONS RESIDENT IN A 
STATE, BUT NOT BELONGING TO A MINORITY OF RACE,· LANGUAGE OR 

RELIGION. 

EXTRACT l>ROM THE MINUTES OF. THE FIFTIETH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL - MEETING 
HEI.D ON JUNE 6TH, 1928. 

~1. URRUTIA read the following report : t 

"On N~vember 14th, 1917, the Secretary-General received a petition dated November 
2.nd, 19~7, stgne!l by .t~enty-one persons of Ukrainian origin, living in' Lithuania. The 
s~gnatones of this petttton state that they are Ukrainians from Kieff who have been living 
amce 1910 and 1912 in the Suwalki district in Lithuania, where they have purchased land. 

1 Document C.265.1928.1. 
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When Lithuania became independent, they state that they al(reed to the request of the 
local police that they should become Lithuanian citizens and since then they bave considered 
themselves as such. The Lithuanian Government, however, declared shortly afterwards that 
they were _foreigners an~ tha~ the Lithuanian Republic was going to take possession of their 
land. This was done m spite of the repeated protests of the interested parties. The 
petitioners declare that, as their land and their houses have been divided amongst Lithuanians 
they themselves are in a state of absolute poverty and destitution. · ' 

" They affirm that Lithuanians who purchased land under the same conditions as they 
have met with no difficulties from the Lithuanian Government. They add that the measui-es 
of which they complain have been applied to them because they are Ukrainians. 

" On December 3rd, 1927, the Secretary-General, who considered that this petition fulfilled 
the con~tioll;S o~ ~eceiv~b.ility laid down. in the C?uncil !Csolution of September 5th, 1923, 
concerrung nnnorities petitions, forwarded 1t to the Lithuaman Government for its observations. 
The Lithuanian Government contested the receivability of this petition, and the Secretary
General, in conformity with the provisions of Section I, paragraph 2, of the resolution of 
September 5th, 1923, submitted the question of receivability to me as Acting }'resident of the 
Council. 

"After examining the documents on this question circulated to the Members of the Council 
in document 0.202.1928.1, I came to the conclusion that the petition should not be eonsidered 
as non-receivable for the reasons given by the Lithuanian Gonrnment.. 

"Having been informed by the Secretary-General of this decision, the I.ithuanian 
Government, in a letter dated April 25th, 1928,1 relying upon Section 1, paragraph 2, of tbe 
Council resolution of September 5th, 1923, requested the inclusion in the Council agenda of: 

" 'the question of the receivability of petitions conceminf persons resident in a State 
but not belonging to a minority of race, language or religion. • 

" Paragraph 2, which is referred to, reads as follows : 

" 'If the interested State raises for any reason an objection against the acceptam·e 
of a petition, the Secretary-General shall submit the question of acceptance to the President 
of the Council, who may invite two other members of the Council to assist him in the 
consideration of this question. If the State etmcerned so requests, thu queatwn of proced11re 
shall be included in thr- agenda of t1te Cmmcil.' 

" It seemed to me that, as the question raised in the letter of April 25th, 1928, was raised 
explicitly in virtue of this paragraph, as a matter con~ming minority_ righ.t~ and in eonne'?~un 
with an actual petition, it was to be regarded as relatmg to the receivability of that petition 
within the meaning of ihe clause cited. A m~re general in~rpre!ation would ~ave depri~ed 
the request of any real meaning, by presummg that the mtention _was to raise a question 
concerned with the protection of lninorities in terms expliciUy exclndmg that matter. 

" In my view therefore the Council is called upon to decide whether the petition of 
-..T > I 
.:.'ovember 2nd, 1927, is receivable. . 

"As the resolution of September 5th, 1923, states, this question is on~ of procedure. We 
are not required to take a decision on the substance of the matter, on the t;xlstence ?f a breach, 
or threat of a breach, of obligations towards minorities. What we are req~~ed to do 18 to settle a 
preliminary point, of a superficial character- namely, whether the petltu.m.pr~s~nts a strong 
enough prima-facie case to be communi!'ated to the Members of the Conn<•II_mdividnally,_ as a 
purely informative measure, so that they may judge whether they ought; to b~ng the affarr 1tse~f 
before the Council. It will be seen that we are a long way from the consulPrahon by the Coun<·il 
of the validity of the complnints in the petition. 

1 DocumNlt C.202.1928.1, page 19. 
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.. According to the resolution .of Septem?~r 5t~, 1923, receivability depends on Sllecific 
conditions. If they are to be rece1vable, pet1t10ns · · 

.. (1) Must have in view the protection of minorities in accordance with the Treaties ; 

.. (2) In particular must not be submitted in t~e form of a request for .the _severanCfl 
of political relations b~tween the minority in question and the State of wh1ch It forms a 
part ; h ti t .• . " (3) Must not emanate from an anonymous or unaut en ca .eu sour~, 

"(4) llust abstain from violent language; . 
" (5) Must contain information or re!er to facts whiCh have not recently been the 

subject of a petition submitted to the ordinary procedure. 

"As I have already observed, the Secretaty·General and, after him, the P:e~ident of the 
Council reached the conclusion that the petition of November 2nd, 1927, satiSfied all these 
conditions. . . . b · t' · d t th tl "The Lithuanian Government, however, while ratSmg no o JeC lOll ill regar o · e o ter 
conditions seems t.o maintain (letter of January 24th, 1928, document C.202.1928.~, page 9). 
that, in thls case, the first condition is not satisfied-in other words, that the questiOn of the 
protection of minorities does not arise. . . . . . . 

"I do not feel able to agree to this view. We lu~ve before us a petlt~on ill 'Yhic~ ~~ 1s alleged 
that a group of persons of Ukrainian origin, regarding them~elves as Lithuall!-an.Citlze~s, !Iave 
been deprived of and expelled from their lands, thus suffermg treatment which IS 1!-0t ill~c~d 
on the Lithuanian majority. The Government concerned has not, moreover, questiOned, m Its 
observations, the Lithuanian nationality of these persons,. . . . 

" Jo'urther, the Declaration of May 12th, 1922, which IS applicable here, reqwres the 
Lithuanian State to treat all its nationals on a footing of equality, and safeguards this obligation 
by the guarantee of the League of Nations, so far as it concerns racial, religious or linguistic 
minorities. 

" There is no doubt, therefore, that the petition does concern the protection of minorities. 
I do not see how we can share the view expressed in the Lithuanian Government's letter of 
January 24th, 1928,1 that a minority must have the two following characteristics: '(1) It must 
belong to the country permanently- i.e., by origin; (2) it must be sufficiently numerous to 
constitute an appreciable percentage of the country's population'. The condition of origin is 
not laid down in the Declaration of May 1922, which is expressed in general terms without any 
discrimination of this kind ; it does not distinguish between citizens by origin and persons who 
have become citizens, for example, by marriage or naturalisation. Again, the Declaration lays 
down no rule regarding the numbers of those concerned : minority protection is expressly 
granted to 'all Lithuanian nationals' (Article 4, paragraph 1) and to 'any Lithuanian national' 
(Article 4, paragraph 3); it is also stipulated (Article 4, paragraph 2) that, 'differences of 
religion, creed or confession will not prejudice any Lithuanian national'. Further, when 
importance is attached in the Declaration to the number of the beneficiaries, this is formally 
stated, as in Articles 6 and 7, which deal with the allotment of public funds for educational 
purposes. 

" I therefore feel that I may express once more the conviction that the petition should 
be considered as satisfying the five conditions for receivability laid down in the resolution 
of September 5th, 1923. This conclll!'ion does not, of course, in any way prejudice the 
~t.tlement of the substance of the quest10n, on which the Council might have to take a decision 
if m .fue course the matter be brought before it in proper form. 

I beg to propose to my colleagues that we should not continue the examination of the 
question. until th~ Lithuanian representative bas given, if he so desires more detaill'd. 
explanatiOns of his Government's views." . ' 

M. Urrutia continue_d, as follows: Objections have been made by the Lithuanian 
Govern11_1ent .. to my ~eCIBI?~• taken when Acting President of the Colllcil, regarding 
the recetvabtlity of this pet1t10n. Perhaps it would have been better if the Rapporteur on 

1 Document ('.2H2.1!12R.I, ]>ILl:•' 9. 
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this question had not been the former President of the Council. Nevertht>It>ss as the nu&tter 
is a purely superficial one, I do not think it my duty to refuse to submit th~ n>port whi!'h 
I was asked to prepare. 

M. VoLDEM~AR. -. The question raised in the request before the Council is of general 
!nte~st. ~he L1th~aruan ~ovemment only learned of the existence of a Ukrainian minority 
m Lithuan~a when It received the. request forwarded by the Secret.arint of the League. A 
census earned out a few years ago did not show the presence of a single Ukrainian in Lithuania. 
Suddenly, however, not only is a Ukrainian minority said to exist in Lithnnnia, but. that 
minority alleges that its rights have been violated. 

The first question which arises is whether one and the same person can claim one nationality 
to-day, another to-morrow and a third the day after. The case set>ms to me to be of lit.t.le 
practical importance in it~e~, but it raises a question of principle. The pt>tit.ioners who now 
allege that they are Ukrannans formerly said they were of Russian nationality. Some years 
ago, they negotiated with the representatives of the Soviet Government with the object of · 
inducing that Government to saf!'guard their interests. When they found that their nt'gotiations 
·were not successfnl, they then declared that they were Ukrainians. 

The question, therefore, is whether it is possible to change one's nationalit.y as ea.Hily 
as one changes one's religious convictions, etc. 

Consequently, since minority questions fall within the domain of public law, how many 
persons are necessary to constitute a minority ! Is twenty enough, as in the present case 1 
Must there be a hundred or a larger number ! Some Lithuanian workmen emigrated to France 
some years ago. Can they maintain that they are a minority and claim the protection afforded 
by the rilles of public law f In any case, they are far more numerous than the petitioners wit.h 
whom we are now dealing. 

The Rapporteur several times referred to the formal undertaking of the Lithuanian 
Government to treat all its subjects on a footing of equality. The petitioners, however, 
state that they are not Lithuanian nationals. 

The law concerning nationality was promnlgated immediately after the proclamation 
of Lithuania's independence. This law contains a provision according to which any person who has 
lived in Lithuania for at least ten years before the war may be considered de jure as a Lithuanian 
national. The petitioners, however, themselves claim that they have been settled in Lithuania 
since 1910 and 1912- that is to say, four and two years before the war respectively. They 
have not, therefore, fulfilled a condition which is indispensable if they are to be considered 
Lithuanian citizens. They have been dealt with under our internal leg-islation as nationals 
of a country not yet determined, for they have not opted for Russian nationality. They can, 
therefore, only obtain the Nansen passport, which has been specially drawn up by the Le~ne 
of Nations for persons in their position. 

In view of the fact that their petition shows that they are not Lithuanian nationald, tl~e 
obligations assumed by Lithuania regarding the rights of minorities do not apply to thetr 
case. It is for this reason that the Lithuanian Government does not consider their request 
to be receivable. . 

Nevertheless, as the case has given rise to a question of principle which it might be u~Pful 
to settle, the Lithuanian Government has no objection to the appointment of a Committee 
of jurists to determine what in the future shall constitute minorities. The reque~ before 
the Council therefore may make it possible to solve a problem which may well be of real mterest 
in the future. 

M. URRUTIA. - The interesting observations just made by the representative of 
~ithuania have confirmed me in my view that the request in qu~stion cannot be decl:u:ed 
ll"l"eC_ei.vable, since it is precisely concerning the substa~ce of the q_uest10n tha.t the representative 
of Lithuania has made his observations. Further, thlS request 1tself has gtven M. ~oldemaras 
an opportunity of raising certain questions of principle which, I agree, are of gn>at lffiportance 
and should be investigated. . . . . 

Let me remind the representative of Lithuarua of the obJ~Ct .of the . Comn.ut~C';S 
of the Council dealing with minority questions. As s~n as a quest10n ~ submitted, if Jt IS 
not declared irrecl"ivable it is forwarded to a Comm1ttt'e of the CounC"Ji. 
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The following 1.6~~1ution was adopted by the Council on October 25th, 1920, to regulate 
qut>stions of minorities : _ -

.. w·u a view to aHsisting Members of the Council.in the exercise of t~eir rights and 
duties as

1 
r!"'ards the protection of minorities. it is desm~ble that t~e Prestdent ~~d two 

members appointed by him in each case should proceed to const~er an~ petltwn or 
communication addressed to the League of Nations with r~gard to .an ~~ractwn_or dan~er 
of infraction of the clauses of the treaties for the. pr~tec?on of ~monttes. Th1s enqmry 
would be held as soon as the petition or commurucatwn m questwn had been brought to 
the notice of the Members of the Council. " 

The only object of the examination made by the Commit~s .of the Council is ~o help 
)Jembers of the Council in the exercise of their rights and dutle~ ~ r~g~rd .t? questwns ~f 
minorities. If a Committee of the Council takes the view that a pet1t10n 18 JUStified an~ that 1t 
hna been submitted in due and proper form, it lays before the Members of the Council all the 
information necessary for the future exercise of their rights. . . . 

In theRe circumstances. I think it will be necessary for a Council Comnuttee to study th1s 
petition. It iR only after this has been done that the questions of principle wh_ich it ra!J!es can be 
set.tled. It will be very difficult for the Council, in my view, to state that th1s questwn.ca~ot 
be examined by a Committee of the Council. The observations. just made by the repre~entatlve 
of Lilhunnia cannot possibly lead me to adopt an opposite ':iew. . . . 

The representative of Lithuania has proposed the establishment of a Comnuttee of JUrtsts 
to study the most important question -namely, what ethnical groups can be considered to 
constitute a minority, and the further question concenling the possible application of the 
proviHions of the Minorities Treaties. I see no objection to the appointment of such a 
Committee to study these definite questions. In so far as the petition which is before us is 
concerned, however, which the Acting President of the Council has stated to be receivable, I 
hope that the representative of Lithuania, after the explanations which I have just given, will 
be willing to recognise t-hat there can be no objection to the proposal that a Committee composed 
of three of our colleagues -. a Committee to which I should not belong because it will have to 
be composed of the new President of the Council and two other members - should study the 
question in complete freedom and independence. This Committee might examine the question 
whether it would be opportune to appoint a Committee of jurists to study the very important 
legal questions raised by the Lithuanian representative. 

ll. VoLDEMARAS.- I regret to be unable to share the views of the Rapporteur, who 
proposes that a Committee composed of three members of the Council should be instructed to 
ex!mline this petition. In confonnity with current procedure, this proposal would settle the 
question whether the petition is receivable, and the objection made by the Lithuanian 
Government would, by this fact, be automatically withdrawn. The Lithuanian Government, 
however, cannot agree that persons who have never been Ukrainians should now state that they 
constitute a new minority in Lithuania. It cannot admit that to-morrow, for example, a Kirghiz 
or so~e other minority might set themselves up in Lithuania and forward a petition to the 
Council of the League. The following preliminary question arises : In virtue of what rules can a 
national minority ask the Council to protect and defend Us interests Y The Lithuanian 
Government does not desire to prejudice the reply to this question, and it is for this reason that 
my Government proposes that it should be examined, not by a Committee of three members 
of the Council, but by a Committee of jurists constituted especially for the purpose. 

. Mo~eover, ~his petition comes from persons who themselves state that they a.re not 
L~thuan~an nnt_wnals. The unde~ak!~g, however, .w.hich we have assumed only affects 
Lithuawan natwnals. If the receivability of the pebtwn be admitted a Committee would 
have to examine whether it was well founded, and would have to state whether the lands 
~elon~ng to th~ pc~itioners h~d been exp~opri.ated in virtue of the Agrarian Law because they 
con~t.ltuted a nunonty recogmsed as such m Lithuania, or whether in view of the fact that tht> 
peht:mne_rs are not_ Lithua~n nationals, they constitute a min01'ity enjoying or not enjoying 
"l~~ml_n~bts. I_t_l8 f?r th1s reason that t~e Lithuanian Government regrets that it must 
mamta1!1 ~ts pos1hon m so far as the question of the receivability of the petition is concerned, 
thungh 1t li rl'a<ly to agree to t-he appointment of a special Committee of jurists. 
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. .\!. _P&ocOPE.- If I have. prop~rly und':~stood the arguments of the represt>ntative of 
J,Itlnu~rua, ~e c<.mte~ts the. receivability of this petition beeause, in his view. no Ukrainian 
minonty eXISts m L1thuarua. · 

I wonder if this ar~ume~t can be tak.en into consideration, and whether the petition 
shoul.d be declared to be u:ecei~able. I am disposed to reply that the petition is receivable, anrl 
in this to follow M. Urrutia, with whose conclusions I a!!Tee. 

I _woul~ like, however, to m!lke a few observations." In my view, a distinction should be 
made m this case betwe~n questiOns of form and questions of substance. The rt>solution of 
Sep.~mber 5th, 1923, laid down. certa~n standard.s for ju<~ging the receivability of minority 
petitiOns. These ~tandard~ dealt 1~ their esse':lt;e With qu~st10ns.of for~ ~nd not with questionK 
of substance .. ThiS resolutiOn reqUires the pet1t10n to fulfil oertam comht10ns affect.ing its basis 
its form an~ 1ts gene:al ~en<!r. The ess.enti~l condition is that the object of the petition shall b~ 
the protectiOn o~ ~ mmonty m conforffilty with a treaty -that is to say, th:1t the petitioners shall 
invoke the provlSlons of a treaty or of an international obligation as a basis for their petition. 
The question whe~her this. o~ligatio~ o~ ~his treaty is really applicable in the prest>nt ca•e 
constitutes a questiOn of pnnmple which It IS not for us to examine when we are considering tlw 
receivability.o~ th~ petition. We have merely to confine olll'selves to noting that, in the present 
case, the petitiOn IS based on a treaty and on an international obligation, both of which exist. 
This seems to me to be obvious from the report of M. Urrutia, which refers to the declaration 
of May 12th, 1922; compelling the Lithuanian State to treat all its nationals on a footing of 
equality and attaching the guarantee of the League of Nations to this obligation. 

The argument submitted by M. Voldemaras to the effect that no Ukrainian minority 
uists in Lithuania is an argument affecting the question of substance. A single petitiont>r 
can obviously submit a minority petition if he alleges that he represents a minority. The 
question whether he really represents that minority or whether it really exi~ts is a <1uestion 
of substance which cannot, generally speaking, be settled without examining the whole petition. 
In any case, the above question is in no way connected with the formal conditions laid down 
in the resolution of September 5th, 1923. I think that the fact that a petition is declared 
receivable does not settle the question whether an ethnical, religious or linguiHtic minority 
has, in fact, submitted the petition. 

With this reservation, I willingly accept the proposal of M. Urrutia. I see no objection · 
to the appointment of & Committee of jurists; but, in my view, the question of receivability 
is perfectly clear at this moment. The question of substance whether these twenty-one 
Ukrainians do, or do not, constitute a minority will have to be settled afterwards. 

M. URRUTIA. - I think that the opposition made by the representative of Lithuania 
to my proposal was due to a misllllderstanding. He appears to think that, if the Collllcil 
declares the petition to be receivable, this will involve the recognition of the existence of a 
Ukrainian minority in Lithuania. Such, however, is not the case. The Committee of Three 
preserves its full and entire freedom to state that a Ukrainian minority does not exist in 
Lithuania. This is one of the points which this Committee will have to examine. 

In these circumstances, what will the decision of the Collllcil imply f It will imply that 
this petition will be studied as usual by a Committee of the Council which will be perfectly 
free to examine the substance of the questions involved and the form in which the P':tition 
has been presented. I do not think, therefore, that the fears of the representative of 
Lit.huania in this respect are justified. 

M. VOLDEMARAB.- Once more I much regret that I am not convinced by what has been 
said. 

' . If we were discussing a question of internal or civil law or ev':n penal Jaw, !'-nd if the sa~e 
pomt of view as has now been proposed were adopted, we should find ourselves m the folloWIDg 
position : A person states, and signs the statement- whether by a .fa:lse nam~ or not- ~hat 
someone has committed a crime or a misdemeanour. The exaffilDIDg magiStrate recetves 
this statement and asks the accused person to appear before the court. He then says_: "Now 
~isprove your gnilt ". The person bringing the accusation, however, doe~ ~ot eX18t. He 
Js imaginary. The examining magistrate then says:" That does not mat~r.i 1t 18 for the court 
to say whether the person exists or not : meanwhile, disprove your guilt • . 

Herein lies the whole difficulty. To declare such a petition as the pre~ent one ~ be 
. fl'<'~>ivable means that the Government is required to appear at the bar of the League of Nations 



not only as a private person but also in its public capacity, only to find that t~e petitioner 
does not exist. Such a. procedure is entirely o~posed to the p~ocedure .followed ill p~n~l and 
civil matters according to the generally recogmsed legal l!~t1ce. I~ IS for the pl~mtiffs. to 
prove that they actually exist and that they ~re really Ukrallll~ns. It 18 not for the L1thuaruan 
Government to prove t.hat they do not ex1st. 

If anv other procedure were followed, a somewhat dangerous precedent. would be crea~d ; 
for anyone could state (in the present case about twenty. persons h~ve .s1gned the pet1t~on 
_there might have been thirty, perhaps) that they constituted a mmonty and could brmg 
us before an international court. . 

In this matter you must be careful not to c_o~use the form w1th the substance. The for~!~ 
must be observed, as in the case of penal or c1vil procedure, but no more and no .less: . If 1t 
is admitted that anybody, at any time, can .c!aim the t~eatme~t granted to millont~es, a 
Govl'rnment will find itself in a far worse pos1t10n than will a pnvate person. 

Further what is the substance involved in the petition T It raises a question of civil 
Jaw and the 'plaintiffs allege that their civil righ.ts. have been viol~ted. All codes. of proce~ure 
throughout the world contain an article proVldmg that any disputes concer~l;l" questwns 
of civil Jaw must be dealt with by the civil courts. In this instance, the plamtiffs are not 
appealing to the civil court. but to an institution-. the League of ~ at~ol!-s -. which is of gre~t 
political and internationallDiportance. They ask 1t .to defend therr c1yil nghts and not the~r 
political rights. TheY: do not say that they are subJected to persec~t1_on on ac~ount. of therr 
religion, but that thelf land has been taken away from them. Thl8 IS a case ill which they 
contest a matter of civil law. The Government is in a position to realise from the petition 
that the matter concerns civil and not public law. It is for tlus reason that the J,ithuanian 
Government considers that the petition should be declared irreceivable . 

.M. PAUL·BONCOUR. -I think we must try to find a way out, but it is going to be difficult. 
Jo'rom the explanations of the Rapporteur it appears clear that, by the terms of the present 
regulations; the receivability- and the receivability only - of the petition cannot be 
contested. .M. Voldemaras haa just laid before us a number of arguments which, in my view, 
must be examined. 

In order to conciliate both points of view, could we not say that, according to the terms 
of the Jlresent regulations, the petition is not irreceivable, and at the same time could we not 
appoint a Committee of jurists to study the point raised by .M. Voldemaras T 

M. VoLDEMARAS. - Whether a Committee of jurists or of members of the Council be 
appointed is a matter of indifference to us provided that it is not an ordinary Committee 
of the Council c;lealing v.ith a minorities question. 

The PRF..SIDENT. -If I properly understood the Rapporteur, he asks that the petition b~ 
declared receivable. This proposal is in conformity with the regulations, as has been shown by 
M. PauJ.Boncour. Once the receivability of the petition is recognised, the matter will be 
referred to a Committee of Three - the President and two members of the Council - who will 
study the substance of the question. 

The Rapp?rteur, supp~rted by M. Paul·B_oncour, proposes that a Committee of jurists 
should be appom~d to consider the concrete pomts of procedure raised by M. Voldemaras . 

. If n!l. one obJects, .I .Propose that ;we adopt the report of }1. Urrutia, recognising the 
ret;e1vab1~ty of the petlhon, and appomt a Committee of jurists to study in detail the various 
pomts ral8ed by M. Voldemaras. 

M. ~AJ:OJA.- I think that one point i~ ~ot very cl~ar. Receivability has several aspects. 
It ean be lim1ted solely to the form _of the pl'tltlon. In thl8 case the petition is receivable, as the 
Ral_l~ort~ur has noted .. The questwn, however, of the capacity of the person to present the 
petltwn 18 also a quest1.on of re~ivability .. If, for example, I, an Italian, who am known by 
everybody to be an Italian, subm1tted as a Smmese a petition against the Government of Siam, 
yo~ would not ~oubt for ~ moment that my petition was irreceiva.ble. It is, therefore, the 
we1ght ~f th~ ev1den.ce. wh10h !Jl~st lead us to determine whether this question is worthy or not 
of exammatwn. Th1s 18 a prelim mary question, since it is not concerned with the substance of 
~~!s':i~~t;r, and a more general conel'ption of receivability would include these preliminary 



I do not think, therefore, that it would be prudent to decide, and so create a precedent 
which might be cited in other cases, that the question of receivability is not involved when the 
status of the petit~oner is being con_sidered. If_, as in this case, the status of the petitioner is in 
doubt, the Connell must of necess1ty determme that status before examining the substance 
of the petition. I, personally, consider that this question is also a question of receivability. I 
do not necessarily wish, therefore, that receivability should be denied in the present case. 
though I quite agree that we ought to examine the point. Alter having recognising that the 
petitioner possesses the necessary status, we can then examine the substance of the petition. 
This may seem to be legal pedantry, but I always fear that when a decision is taken it may 
become a definite law and thus constitute a precedent which might hamper us in other caSt•s. 

The present question concerns the greater or less amount of evidence which c.an be adduct>d 
as to the status of the petitioner. 

M. VILLEGAS reminded the Council that, recently, a Committee of Three for a minoritit•H 
question had accepted the receivability of a petition. The Government concerned, however, 
bad raised objections on this question of receivability, and the Committee had therefore asked 
for the opinion of the Legal Adviser of the Leagne of Nations. The Committee of Three had 
accordingly to begin with the study of this question of receivability. 

M. URRUTIA asked whether the observations of M. Scialoja implied an amendment of his 
proposal. · 

M. SciALOJA said-that they did not imply an amendment from the practical point of view. 

The PRESIDENT put to the vote the proposal that the petition was receivable. 

The 'proposal wa.t adopted. 

The PRESIDENT further put to the vote the proposal of the Rapporteur, supported by 
M. Paul·Boncour, that the concrete points of procedure raised by the representative of 
Lithuania should be submitted to a Committee of jurists for examination. 

This proposal wa.t approDed. 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE FIFTIETH SESSION OF THE CoUNCIL - MEETING l!Jo:LD ON 

JUNE 9TH, 1928. 

The PRESIDENT said that, at its meeting of June 6th, 1_928, the Co~ci! _had exa~~ned 
the question raised by the Lithuanian Government concerll;lllg the. recelvi!'~ility of petJtJona 
from minorities. He would remind members of the Council that 1ts declBJOn of June 6th 
contained two parts : 

1. The Council had decided that the petition in question, which had given rise ~o certain 
general observations on the part of the Lithuanian Government, should be considered as 
receivable. 

This decision implied that the subject of. the petition in qu~stion would be examined 
by a Committee composed of the Acting President of the Coum;il and two other mem~1'11 
appointed by him in conformity with the resolutions of the Council dated October 25th, 1920, 
and September 5th, 1923, para.,uraph 4. 

2. The Council had also decided that the concrete poin~ of proced~ raised by the 
reprl'sentative of Lithuania would be examined by a Committee of J1msts. 
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The President a~~ked the represent.atives of Germany, ~ranee, I~aly, the Netherlands 

d ., · h t appoint a J·m·ist to be a member of th18 Comnuttee. The Secretary-
an ... oumama eae ~ ' · t t t as Secretary 
General would appoint a member of the Secret!_U'la o ac . . . · , . 

It would be desirable for the Council to examme t.he Committee of J ur1sts report on tins 
matter during jt.s session in September 1928. 

The proposal of the President was adopted. 

EXTRACT ~'ROll THE MINUTES OF TilE FU'TY-FIR.ST SESSION 0~' THE COUNCIL- MEETING HELD 
ON SEPTEMBER 8th, 1928. 

l\1. Ul!RUTIA, Rapporteur, read the following report : 1 

"By its resolutions of June 6th and !lth, 1928, the Council: refe~ to a ~?mmittee of 
jurists, • the concrete point of procedure raised by the representative of L1thuama as regards 
t.he protection of minorities. 

" This Committee, which consisted of M. Djuvara, M. Fran~ois, M. Fromageot, M. Gaul! 
und l\f. Pilotti, has since formulated an opinion. 

" Tht> Council have been informed of this opinion in document C.4 72.1928.I, and I need only 
propose that they should take note of it." · 

He Uwn read the following opinion of the Committee of Jurists : 

"In judging of the receivability of a petition which requests the League of Nations 
for protection against the Government of a State bound by the special obligations of a 
Minorities Treaty, it is not the truth or falsehood of the allegations contained in the petition 
which should be examined, but only the manner of their presentation and their pertinence 
in the light of the conditions laid down in the resolution of September 5th, 1923. 

"In the case of the petition which was the subject of the Council's decision of June 
6th and 9th, 1928, it does not appear that, from the point of view of receivability, the 
objections raised _by the Lithuanian Government, including those concerning the truth 
of the allegations, were such as to require that this petition should not be received." 

The Council noted lhe opinio·n of lhe Committee of J uriata. 

9. REQUEST BY THE ALBANIAN GOVERNMENT UNDER ARTICLE 11 OF THE 
COVENANT CONCERNING QUESTIONS OF THE PROPERTIES OF THE 

ALBANIANS IN GREECE AND OF THE ALBANIAN MINORITY IN GREECE. 

EXTRACT FBOM THE MlNuTEs OF THE . FIFTIETH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL- MEETING 
HELD ON JUNE 9TH, 1928. 

M. Mehdi Fras~eri, representative of Albania, and M. Politis 'representative of Greece 
came to the Council table. ' 

M. ZALEAKI, Rapporteur, read the following report 1 and draft resolution : 

" M. Adatci, .Sir Austen Chamberlain and I have closely examined the Albanian 
request presented m document C.200.1928.VII, dated May 9th, 1928, as well as the arguments 

1 Document C.'73.1928.1. 
1 Document C.3lf.l928.VII . • 
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put forward by the representat~ves of ~b~nia and Greece at the meeting of the Council 
on June 5th. As a result of th1s examrnatwn I have the honour to submit the folloiring 
considerations to the Council. 

" As regards ~he question of ~he prop'!rties of A~~an!an citizens in Greece, direct negotiation 
between the parties, cond:ucted m a spmt of concil1atwn, would seem to constitute the most 
suitable means of reachmg a solutwn. We feel sure that the Council will wish thr.t. 
the interested parties will reach a friendly agreement. 

" The communication of the Albanian Government deals also on the basis of Artide 11 
of th~ Covena~t, with the _situation of the Albanian ~ority U: Greece and puts forward 
certam complamts concernmg the treatment of that mmoritv by the Greek Government. 

"We are unanimous in considering that the system of the protection of minorit.ieg 
instituted by the Treaties, while having as its principal object the protection of the minority· 
itself, is also intended, not only to prevent that questions concerning the protection of minoriti~ 
should acqnire the character of a dispute between nations, but to ensure that States with 
a minority within their borders should be protected from the danger of interference by other 
Powers in their internal affairs. 

"The authors of the Minorities Treaties had this danger clearly in view. They gave to 
Members of the Council the right to call the Council's attention to any infraction, or any danger 
of infraction, of the provisions of the Minorities Treaties. 

. " This, however, does not prevent, under the rules in force, a State not represented on 
the Council from presenting a petition on the subject of the treatment of a minorit.y. 

" The protection of minorities is an international affair, but one of the essential objecto11 
of the system established by the Treaties and of the procedure laid down by the Council is that, 
whilst bearing this international character, a case of the protection of minorities should not 
become a dispute between neighbouring Statu. Once the matter is before the Council, it 
becomes an affair between the Council and the State to which the minority belongs nationally. 
not a question between that State and the State with which the minority is racially connected. 

" One of the main objects of the system of the prote<"tion of minorities would be frustrated, 
and an important purpose of the Minorities Treaties themselvPs would be def<'ated, if the 
Council consented to accept as normal an appeal based on Article 11 in lieu of the minority 
procedure. 

" Article 11 should only be invoked in grave cases which produce a feeling that facts exist 
which might effectively menace the maintenance of peace between the nations. In normal 
cases, on the other hand, an appeal to Article 11 would create the very dangers which the 
Minorities Treaties were intended to avert. 

" For the reasons given above, it would seem that the Council should abstain from taking 
into consideration the quest.ion raised by the Albanian Government concerning the sit.uation 
of the Albanian minority in Greece. ·It should also be pointed out that some of the complaints 
which have been made are at present in course of being examined under the ordinary 
procedure as the result of pet-itions addressed to the League of Nations. 

" Resolution : 

" ' The Council adopts the report of its Rapporteur.' " 

M. Mehdi FRASHERI, representative of Albania. - ~ think it my dutY_, in the f~t pl~r 
warmly to thank M. Adatci, Sir Austen Chamberlam and M. Zaleski for thell' carefl!l 
consideration of the Albanian request. I feel that I. mu~t! very respectfully, take this 
opportunity to raise a point that concerns small natiOnalities. . . 

Each time that I come to Geneva in order to represent my little fatherland, Albama, 
which is so dear to me I see on either side, delegates of the small nations who have in their 
dossiers long lists of ~mpl;mts against stronger neighbours. Th_is. is not due to chanC4! ; 
people do not cry for nothing, and, if the sma~ na~ions cry loud~r, It 18 because they f~l pam 
more than the others. According to the physwlogiSts, there are m the ~uman ~ody, Bide_ by 
side with the large organs, smaller organs which are sometimes nncrosco~1c but which, 
~evertheless, when injured, cause the greatest pain. It ~oul~ seem from thi~ that nature. 
m her absolute and immense wisdom, has intended to warn m this way the orgarusm as a whole, 
and especially the brain, in order that measures may be taken for a cure. 
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When small peoples 'who have been injured. in so~e way ask !or re~aration, they do not 
do 80 in the name of religious charity or of a philosophic or ~oral1de~ , they d'? so on behalf 
of the int{'rnational community. The health of an orgarusm ~qUU'el! orgamc balance
in other words as complete harmony aa possible between. the vanous organs. ~ature seems 
to have taken the most minute precautions for saf~guarding t~ese small organs, I~. order that 
the organism lUI a whole may not suffer. In t.he same way, sociOlogy prov_es the utility and.the 
necessity of the existence of small peoples. There can be no ~oubt .that, m th1s world, vanety 
is indispensable to the symmetry and the harmony of all fme thmgs. . 

Justice is not merely a moral ideal ; it is indispens~ble to ~he g':ner~l ~terests of t~e 
community. Accordingly, it goes without saying that mte~nat10nal JUStice IS an essential 
.condition of existence and especially of the prosperty of humamty. as a '!h'?le .. Herbert Spencer, 
seeking the basis of morals, shows in a masterly manner that VIrtue IS m~Ispensable to the 
interests of all and that injustice is reproved because it injures the common mterests. 

Let us re~t>rt now to the two questions contained in the Albanian request. Th~t of the 
Albanian minorities in Greece is to be subjected to the normal procedure and we believe that 
the competent organs will carefully consider it. What is of importance in this matter is not the 
procedure but the substance. The League of Nations is a living organism, an organism, it may be 
said, in· full growt.h ; it proceeds from one experience to another ; it establishes precedents 
advantageous to the welfare of the peoples. 

As to t.he question of the Albanian properties in Greece, the Council suggests direct 
m·gotiations between the two parties, and it considers that this procedure is most likely to lead 
to a solution. 

Allow me to give, very briefly, some explanations. This dispute between Greece and Albania 
dates from 1923. Albania, considering Greece as an elder sister, has, in the course of these five 
years and before resorting to the League, approached on several occasions the Greek 
Government. It is now the turn of Greece to show its generosity. By acting in this manner, it 
can rest assured of finding sincere and frank friendship on the part of its neighbour . .As regards 
Albania, its Government will endeavour fully to merit the sympathy that the League has shown 
to it on sevt>ral occasions. • 

J\1. PoLITIS, represent.ative of Greece. - I wish warmly to associate myself with the 
ex pression of thanks addressed by the representative of Albania to the distinguished persons 
who formed the Committee of Three. The care with which they have exalnined the .Albanian 
request, and the views which I had the honour to put forward, oblige me to express my warm 
gratitude to these mt>mbers of the Council. 

As a whole, the report has upheld the essential part o( the view which I outlined the other 
day, and in this st>nse I accept it, in the name of my Government. The Three Rapporteurs have 
unanimously considered that the request of the Albanian Government cannot be based 'fin 
Article 11, paragraph 2, of the Covenant. 

As regards the question of Albanian property in Greece, the report makes an appeal to a 
Kpirit of Nmciliation. I shall never remain deaf to such appeal and I intend to ask my 
Government t.o reply as generously as possible to it .. I must, how~ver, say quite frankly that 
my Government cannot abandon the legal view by which it maintains that in accordance with 
present .international law, 1_10 Sta~ has any obligation to grant to foreigner~ in connection with 
a quest10'! such .as that w1th which we are now dealing better treatment than that which it 
grant.s t.o 1ts n~twnals by the terms of a general.Iaw. If I properly understand the report, it is 
not on the basis of law that we are asked to begm negotiations with Albania it is on a basis of 
fr~endship. In that purely f!iendly spirit the Council can rest assured that the Greek Government 
Will once more respond to 1ts appeal. · · 

.As far as the que.stion of minoritie~ is concerned, I have only one short material observation 
to make. I see that .m the I.ast three lines of the report there is a slight olnission. The passage 
re~ers to th~ complamt~ wluch h~ve already been made the object of petitions, and which are 
ht>mg exanunl'd by speCial C'?mm1ttees of the Council. In order that the whole position of affairs 
may be ~~mpletely sta~{'d! It should be recalled that some of these complaints have already 
h<"en deCisively dealt w1th 10 the sense that the Committee concerned did not think it to be iis 
duty to take account of them . 

. · As ~ar as the rest of the ~port is concerned, while I thank the Ra orteurs for the care 
" 11h whiCh tht>y have drawn 1t up, may I, both as a friend of the Lea;/:t~ and as its devoted 
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serva!lt, congratulat~ them sincerely o~ ha':ing so definitely and decisively confirmed the legal 
practice followed by the League of Nations m regard t.o the whole question of minorities. 

The other day I had the h~mour to remind theCo~cil that, inl921, it had reject~d a request 
of the Greek Governmen~ as!ti?g ~o oo gra~ted the nght to lay before the Council questions of 
interest to the Greek mmo~ties m .Aibarua. I would like to add to-day that the Albanhm 
Government on that occasiOn forwarded a letter dated June 21st 1921 to be found in the 
Minutes of the fourteenth session of the Council, page 159, where it 'is cat~<>orically stated that 
it would nev~r agree to ~~:ny kind of open or disguised intervention on the part of Greece in the 
internal affairs of Albama. 

S~ren~thene~ by the unani.mous view of the three Rapporteurs, and also by the f>'ct that. the 
Council will, I think, adopt their report, the Greek Government states, and no less categorically 
that it will never a.gree to any open or disguised intervention on the part of Albania in th~ 
internal affairs of Greece. · 

This said, may I, in conclusion, express the hope, which I think is well founded, that, after 
this question has been settled, the list of cases in which recourse is had to the Council from one 
side or another will be closed f May I express the hope that, between these two countries which 
are neighbours, and which are bound by so many close bonds of race and history, the most 
friendly relations may be established, not only neighbourly relations but also relations of 
confident friendship and practical co-operation 7 

I said the other day that, from the very beginning, my Government has done its utmo•t 
to follow such a policy in its relations with Albania and will continue to do so in the future. I 
sincerely hope that the Albanian Government, inspired by the same feelings, will place no 
obstacle in the way, but, on the contrary, afford the necessary facilities for the development 
oi this policy of confidence and friendship. · 

Dr. VON ScHUBERT. - I agree with the solution proposed by the Committee of Three in so 
far as the Greco-Albanian ca.se with which we are dealing is concerned. While the report 
emphasises, on the one hand, that recourse to Article 11 as a substitute for the application of the 

' minorities procedure should not become the I(Cnerul rule, it stat.Ps, on the other hand, that, in 
· gi'ave cases, Articlell can be applied to questions of minorities. The question of principle baR, 
therefore, in my view, been satisfactorily settled. 

I could confine myself to these observations had it not bPen for the fact that the 
representative of the Greek Government in his speech last Tuesday presented certain :renPml 
observations which, in my view, ought to be examined by the eonncil, since it is now dealing 
with the question. 

At the end of his speech, after having referred to the requl'st of the Albanian Government 
concerning the treatment of Albanian minorities in Greece, he made CE'rtain ohHervationK 
regarding the general development of the problem of minorities as a whole, and he crit.icised this 
development somewhat severely. He even said that the greatest danger to the peareof the world 
would arise if the present situation were not remedied. · 

I must confess that these remarks surprise me somewhat. They might uhnorit· give the 
impression that the Council's dut.y at the moment is less to protect minorities than to oppose 
any tendency to safeguard the ril(hts of these minorities. I note with satisfaction that such a 
view has not been expressed in the report oofore us. If it had been otherwise, I couill not 
have accepted the report, since I cannot admit that such a conc;eption is correct. Even though 
emphasis has been laid on several occasions - and once more m the report - on the fact that 
the problem of minorities is an international one, it is obvious that this should not mean that 
!·he importance of the rights of minorities are lessened; but, o~ the contrary, it should throw 
mto sharp relief the serious and sacred character of those nghts. . . 

. This is no question of simple cont.ract.~al stipt~lations ~etween t'!l'o States,. stl]mla~IOns 
'!fluch may be modified when the two parties so WISh. It 18 a q_ue~tiO~ of. an rntern~t.wnal 
rnstitution of the hil(hest charact~r. Nobody will deny that this mstttutiOn may, like all 
human institutions, one day encounter difficultie~, a~:~~ I should ~e the last _person to d~fend 
the tendencies that would make the rights of mmonties the basis for all kmds of pettmess, 
which, moreover, has never, within my knowledge, occmred. I do n_ot, therefor~, see .any 
St>rious danger from this source. On the other hand, ther_e would oo_a se~~us danger~ the Idt'a 
of which I have just spoken were to spread. I~ the nghts of mmorities are applied by .an . 
concerned in the S}>irit. whil"h established those rights, we may oo sure that, far from sl'ttmg 
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up barriers between the State.! concerned, those right.s may well constit,ute a bond between 

them. · b li f th t 't · t · lily motive in offering these few observatiOns was. not a e e a I IS ne~ss~ o rem~d 
the members of the Council of the important task la~d_upon t~em by the lllin~nt1es Treaties. 
I have not the slightest doubt that the Council_fully realises t~~ lDiportance of tbrs task. I only 
wished not to leave unanswered the observatiOns of M. Poht1s. . 

Sir .Austen CHAMBERLAIN.- Mr. President,- The supervision of the lllinorities Treaties 
and the considerat.ion of the petitions which are m~de in pursuance of them is one of _the mos_t 
important, but at the same time one of the most delicate, tasks that the League and thisCounctl 
have to perform. . . . . 

The right of petition is not confined, a~ we h~ve not~d ~ this report,. to the mmor1ty. 
A State llfember of this Council can at any tlDie brmg a mmonty questiOn directly before the 
Council if, in its capacity as a Member of the Council, it feels it its duty so to do, and a State 
which i~ not a Member of the Council bas also the right to present a petition upon a minority 
que•tion. .As regards any ordinary minority case, therefore, there is, without appeal to 
Article 11, ample means of access to this high tribunal; and, just because these questions are so 
delicate and may so profoundly affect international relations, I think it is - as noted in our 
report. - of the greatest importance that, in normal cases, the normal procedure should be 
.followed, and that only in cases of real and profound gravity should we have recourse to 
.Article 11 of the Covenant. 

I feel sure that if the Council approves the views expressed in the report of the Committee 
as to the course which, in such cases, it is desirable to take, we shall have served the interests 
of peace and we shall have helped to solve some future cases which, if they were brought to us 
under .Article 11, might assume a quite unnecessary gravity and cause us quite unnecessary 
embarrassment. · 

I should like to add one word about the reception which our report has received from the 
representative of .Albania and the representative of Greece. 

~. v~ntu~e to ~xpress to them my warm appreciation of the spirit of goodwill and of . 
conciJ!at.!on m ~h!Ch they have accepted the report and promised to undertake the direct 
negotmtwns which we have suggested. If the same goodwill presides as I am sure it will 
at those conversat!o':ls as ha~ been shown at the Council table to-day, I do not doubt that, not 
only th~ present diffic~;~Ity WI~ be settled, but that those happier relations between two kindred 
and neighbour co'!ntries, which both representatives so earnestly desire. will be assisted by 
the result of their work. · 

The resolution was adopted. 

M. Politis and M. Mebdi Frasheri withdrew 

10. DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE RESOLUTION OF JUNE 13TH 1929 
(RESOLUTION OF MADRID). ' 

EXTRACT FROX THE MINUTES OF THE FIFTY·THIRD SESSION OF THE COUNCIL _ 
llfEETING HELD ON DECEMBER 15TH, 1928. 

0 0 • • • • 0 • • • 0 • • 0 • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . 
M. DANDURAND said that during the t t" • • . • • • • . 

interesting discussion on the a' li . presen mee mg, the Council had listened to a very 
important debate bad taken pi!~ aft~~~~ the ~er~anho-Polish Convention. Further, a rather 
of the lllinorities Treaty. sessiOn ° t e .Assembly in regard to the application 

He wished to notify the Council that h uld . 
followed in regard to minorities petitions at et:o tralSe ~he question of the procedure to be 
. . . . . . . . . . . e nex sessiOn of the Council. 

• • • 0 0 • • • • • 0 
• 0 • 0 • • • 

Dr. 8TRESEHANN - . • • • • . • • • • 
For this reaso~ 1 · w'as' · 1~ · io · · · · · · · · · · · . . . . . . . . . . 

announced his intf>ntion of askini for an n~te t~at _the ~anadian representative has 
ex anstJve discussion of the minorities question . 
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and of the ~erms governing the bringing of pl'titions b_efore the Council. I cannot in any way 
share ~he _VIe'!Vs that ha~e ~een expreijsed by the ~olish repre~entative, not only as regards 
the mmonty m Upper Sileslll, but as regru·ds the rrghts of minorities in general. I mny say 
quite. definitely_ tha~ •. wer_e the League to .endorse his opinion and were it to cease dt>aling with 
the rights of mmorities, 1t would be loosmg one of the reasons for its existence and would 
eease to represent for some States the ideal which induced them t~ join it. 

In order to clear up these various questions and to elucidate the facts of the situntion aa 
well as the legal considerations involved, I may say hl're and now that I shall agk to h~ve 
place.d on the a~enda of .the n~xt ses~ion of the Coun_cil the entire minorities qu~>stion in order 
that It may be discussed mall Its detail and may not simply be taken !18 an annex to a pMticular 
question like the school problem. 

The PRESIDENT. - The discussion which we have just hi'Md has led us somewhat far 
from the problem which we were examining before, and, in particulM, from the rl'ports sub
mitted by our Japanese colleague. Those reports contain a meticulous investigation of the 
question before us and have received the approval of the Council. 

It would be unfortunate if a bad impression were to subsist at the moment of the Council'a 
dispersal and if observations that have been offered were to rl'sult in any misintl'rpretation 
on the part of public opinion. I wish to say as clearly as possible that there can be absolutely 
no ground for assuming that, in any possible way, the League of Nations or the Council can 
at any time in the future become indifferent to the sacred cause of minorities. That cause 
is one of the fields of the League's activity with which we are bound in honour to deal whenever 
our notice is drawn to it. It is a field which we survey, if I may say so, with the conventions 
in our hands- those conventions that have consecrated the rights of the minorities. 

Whatever explanations may be exchanged between us, therefore, it is certain that at no time 
can there be any possibility of our becoming indifferent to the sacred rights of minorities. The 
truth of that has been shown to-day by the large number of cases that have been brought 
before the Council, by the scrupulous attention with which the Rapporteur has examined the 
questions involved and by the care he has taken to investigate the most minute d~>tails with 
the constant desire to submit satisfactory solutions. Our Rapporteur has discharged this 
arduous task in a way which deserves our unanimous congratulations and our thanks. 

It may, perhaps, be desirable to find more expeditious procedure, but in any case- 1 
wish to say this with particular emphasis and I am sure I am voicing the feelings of the entire 
Council - the rights of the minorities will not be disregarded. Every time that the League 
and the Council are required to deal with a question bearing on their rig~ts, there.is no do_ubt 
that the matter will be considered with the deepest respect for the mterests m questwn, 
and that the organs of the League will endeavour to discharge their duties to the satisfaction 
of those concerned. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

EXTRACT FROM THE MllrnTES OF THE FIFTY-FOURTH SESSION OF THE CoUNCIL
MEETING HELD ON MARCH 6TH, 1929 (MORNING). 

M. DANDURAND submitted the following memorandum : 1 

" The Council has more than once considered the procedure to be foll'?wed in t~e d_is.charge 
of the duties entrusted to it by the Treaties with respect to the protectiOn of mmont1es. 

" It may be well to re-examine this question in the light of experience. . . . 
" In interpreting these Treaties, the Council has lai_d do~ that the mmon~Ies have no 

legal personality enabling them to submit their complamts direct to the ~o~n01l, bu~ that 
all that they can do is to forward individually to the Members of the C'?uncil1nformatio~ '?n 
the basis of which one or more of those Members can refer the complamt to the Council m 
their own names. 

" This view was based on the following text : 
"'[The country concerned] agrees that the st.ipulati';m.s in the a~cl~s ~in q~est~o.n], · 

so far as they affect persons belonging to rac1al, religious or lingmstic mmonties, 

1 Document C.5l(l).M.36.(1).1929.1. 
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constitute oiJii«ations of international concern ana snau uo I'll>'-'"" uuma "'"' ~;u~>ramee 
of the League" of Nations . . . [The country concern_ed] agree~ that any lllem~er 

f tl C ·1 f the Lea"ne of Nations shall have the right to brmg to the attention 
0 Ie OUDCI 0 ~ • f t" f f th bl" t" of the Council any infraction, or any danger of m. me wn, ~ any o . es~ o Ig~ IOns, 
and that the Couneil may thereupon take such ~ctwn and give such drrcctwn as 1t may 
deem proper and effective in the circumstances . 

.. Had this narrow interpretation of the Treaties been ~ no war modified, i~ would have 
been the duty of every Member eithc! to fo~ward the mformatwn antomattcally to the 
Council or to make a preliminary enqurry on h1s own ~cco.unt. . . 

" Before a Member can act. be must necessarily recetve mfo:mat.IOn fr~nn the complamant. 
All the Members of the Council may receive the same complamt, m whiCh case they are all 
equally oiJliued to ascertain whether it is well founded. 

" The c';;uncil took the view that the duty of each Member became the duty of the Council 
as a whole, and a~reell that the information shoul_d be received l;JY the Secretariat, and that 
a Committee of Three should be set up to examme the allegatiOns. made. Th.e Secretary· 
General in a note submit.ted to the Council on June lOth, 1926, 1 explams the relatiOns between 
the petitioner on the one hand and the Secretariat and the Council on the other. The substan~e 
of this note is set fort.h below. 

" The Secretariat !rives an entirely formal acknowledgment of receipt of the petition, 
and does not state whether it has been held to be receivable. If the pet.ition is held by the 
Secretariat to be receivable, it is communicated to the interested Government for observations. 
and is circulated to all the :Members of the Council. The President then calls upon two of 
his colleguages to examine the documents with him If the question is then referred to the 
Council by the Committee of Three, all the documents relating to the case are accessible to 
the public : but, if this procedure is not followed, the petitioner is not informed of the contents 
of the observ:Ltions of the interested Government on his petition, either by the Committee 
of Three or by the Secretariat. If the lllinorities Committee (the Committee of Three) dot's 
not refer the question to the Council, the matter rests there. and the Secretariat does not inform 
the petit.ioner of the result of his petition. 

" This procedure has not given satisfaction to the minorities, which never cease protesting 
through all the channels at t.heir disposal. Although the method has yielded good results, it 
leaves the minorit.y under the impression that its case has not been heard and that it is being 
victi!l1ised by the inac~ion _or indifference of the Cou~cil. The minority complains, but is 
left 1gnorant what actiOn, 1f any, has been taken on 1ts representations. Its complaint is 
ge_nerally referred to its Government, but the latter's reply is never communicat.ed to the 
mmonty. 

" Quite possibly, in nine cases out of. ten the complainant is in error · but. as this is not 
!!lade clear to him, he preserv('s his grievance and loudly proclaims hfs dicontent. That 
lS not what the framers of the Minorities Treaties intended. Their object. was to calm the 
atm~~phere an<l establish harmony ~n the newly constituted or reconstituted St:ttes. 

The Assembly and the Council have accepted the trust of enforcinu the minorit.y riuhts 
which are embodied in certain Treaties. "' '"" 

~ :II. Brian<l, as President of the Council, expressed the feeling of all his colleauues when 
he s~1d h~st Docember that the interests and rights of minorities were sacred and w~uld never 
be lli<rl'gar<led. 
. " The ~reaties do, indee.d. lay down that every Member of the Council shall have the 

nght · to brmg to the a~tcntwn. o_f the Couneil any infraction or any danger of infraction ' ; 
but what Government Will be willing to conduct an enquiry in the territory of another State! 
An~ :WhY should one G?ver~ment do so rather than anotherY Which country is in the best 
pos~tiO~ to 

11
know wh:~t Is gomg on beyond it.s ft•ontierK! Surely the neighbour whose former 

!1-a.twn~ ij t~ e complama.nt.~ probab.ly are. Along most of the frontiers in Europe there is an 
1\nVterr:ntixtut.~ 0t r rd.wde~. hIt m the mterests of the Le:~gue that such interfel'Cnce Hhould occur! 

a.~ 1 no m .en e to ent.rust the Conn ··1 "th th d t f · · 
b f . G c1 WI e u ·Y o preventm" any ~uch mterf<'renre J a OTei!!R 0\"CrnnlPnf, f ~ 

1 
St·e llinut.•o of the Fortieth St•••ion of tb., Coundl, Annex 885. 
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" In more than one quarter the establishment of a permanent Minorities Committee has 
been advocated, bnt I propose to put before you a different solution. 

"Whatever anyone may ha:ve said or thought, min?rities will not cPase to exist in any 
country where they form a consulerable group. They will permanently retain their hmruage 
and religi_on withou.t thei_r loyal~y ~e~g in the least imp_aired. The problems caused by ... their 
presence m the natwn will ~~c~me m unp~rtance and w1ll utlimately be sett.led in so far as a 
ben~volent ~nd g~nerous sp!-1"1t IS forthc~mmg to s~tt!e t~em. This is the only means by which 
natwnal umty will be achieved-not 10 the assmillatwn, but in the diversit.y of ra!'eS and 
cultures. . 

" These minorities owe to their countries and Governments duties which they should 
hold as sacred as their rights. 

" It is on the basis of the obligations and rights of the citizen in the St.ate that I desire 
to put before the Council another formula for dealing with minority complaints. This 
procedure has been suggested to me largely by a memorandum from the delPgation of the 
Polish Government dated August 22nd, 1923. ' 

" The Treaties have given the minorities a right to appeal to the Council, but it was 
not their object, and should not be their effect, to loosen the bonds which unit.e all nationals 
to the State. Not one of the signatories of those Treaties can have been int.ended to allow 
a complainant to appeal to an international tribunal before laying his comph1int before his 
own Government. 

"This is the assertion made in the Polish proposal. It is asked that every individual or 
collective petition from persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities should be 
submitted to the League through the interested Government. 

"The arguments given in favour of this view are formulated in the following terms : 

" ' 1. Any action taken by the local administrative authority by which persons 
belonging to minorities may regard their right-s as being infringed would be imnwdiately 
made known to the local authority, which would thus be enabled to satisfy without delay 
the legitimate grievances of the persons concerned. 

" ' 2. The minorities would have an assurance that the central authority would not 
fail to consider their position, and they would not seek to obtain support from any foreign 
Government, but would take up a loyal attitude to the State. 

" '3. The Polish Government is, moreover, of opinion that, by this procedure, the 
number of petitions to be forwarded to the Council would be reduced to a minimum, 
in view of the fact that every Government could directly satisfy the reasonable demands 
of petitioners.'. 

" The consideration of these petitions concerns all Members of the Council in an equal 
~~ . .. . 
· " The reproach has been levelled against the Committee of Thr~~ t.hat 1t 1s the ~nly sectiOn 
of the Counci.l that considers these complaints. It has also been criticised because 1~ eould not 
give sufficient time to their consideration and had not sufficient evidence before 1t. 

"The Netherlands representative, M. Beelaerts van Blokland, !s not. the only one who has 
observed that the delegates to the Council, being too mu~h absorbed m the1~ wo~k, ~re fre11uently 
obliged to send substitutes to the sessions of these Committees of Three, whwh s1t siml_lltaneously 
with the Council. The composition of these Committees. varies. const~ntly, and their members 
gain only a sketchy and casual knowledge of the quest10ns w1th wh1ch they are called upon 
to deal. 

" For all these reasons I suggest that minority cOJ.nplaints should be referred to a 
Committee of the Council which will meet for that spemal purpost~. The dele_gates to the 
Council will be able to appoint substitutes, as was done in yirtue of t~e resolutiOn proposed 
by M. Bene§ in October 1924, whereby the Council went mto com~mttee to draw up the 
programme of the preparatory work for a Conference for the reductiOn of armaments. 

--·--
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-" The procedure 1 propose will have the advantage of bringing .th_e m~orities in~o clo~er 
touch with their Governments, leading to_ a settlement of many diffiCulties, and dispelling 
manv misunderstandings by ordinary normal method~. . . . . . 

· .. The number of disputes submitted to the Counc1l will dec~ne,. and the files sent m will 
be more complete, because the parties will have exchanged the1r vicws as regards both the 
facts and the law. . 

" The Council will probably wish to form this Su?-Comnuttee in such a way that its 
members may be able to specialise on minorities questiOns. 

" I have the honour to move the following resolution : 

" ' Petitions concerning racial, religious or !ing~~stic minorities, ":h~the! in~ividu~l 
or collective, of a country which has signed a lllinonties Treaty, and or1grn~tmg e1ther m 
that State or outside it, must be addressed to the Government C?ncern~d,, With. the request 
that it forward them to the Secretariat of the League of N atwns Wlthrn thuty days of 
receipt, if the Government does not feel it desirable to reply to the petitioners direct. 

" 'If the Government fails to satisfy the complainants, the latter, having received its 
reply, must give their reasons for maintaining their claims, and may at the same time 
request the Government concerned to forward all the correspondence which has been 
exchanged to the Secretariat of the League of Nations within thirty days of receipt of 
their final reply. -

" ' The Government must comply with this request and inform the petitioners that 
it has done so. It will at the same time communicate to them any additional observations 
it may think fit to add to the file. 

" ' If, within forty days following their request that their complaints and the whole 
of the file be forwarded to the Secretariat, the petitioners do not receive notice that this 
has been done, they may themselves forward to the Secretariat of the League duplicates 
of the documents forming the file, or simply their complaint alone, should they have 
received no reply from the Government. · 

" 'In an exceptional case of extreme urgency, the petitioners may, in addressing 
the~r.petition to the Government concerned, inform that Government that a copy of the 
pet1t10n has been addressed at the same time to the Secretary-General. The latter may 
take the steps laid down in the procedure now in force for urgent cases. 

" ' In order to be considered by the Council, such petitions must conform to the 
following conditions : 

" ' (a) They must concern the protection of minorities as provided in the 
Treaties; 

"'(b) In particular, they must not be presented in the form of a demand for 
the rupture of the political ties between the minority in question and the State of 
which it forms part ; 

" ' (c) They mnst not come from an anonymous or insufficiently specified 
source; 

"'(d) They must be expressed without violence of language; · 
"'(e) They must contain information or state facts which have not recently 

formed the subject of petition to the Council . 

. '.' ' Should the Government concerned contest for any reason the receivability of a 
'7ti~wn, the .Secretary-!Jeneral will lay the question of receivability before the Committee 
~ t e ~ouncil, .as .constituted below, which may, if it thinks fit, appoint a Sub-Committee 

m~, e a pre~unary exam~~tion of this question. 
above ~0 ec:lffin.e the~e petitiOns and the documents accompanying them, as described 
C 'il e u.nCIJ dec~des to form a Committee composed of all the Members of the 

ounc or their substitutes. ' 

" ~ Spec!al meetings of this Committee will be held on dates to be fixed by the Conumtu_>e 1tseU. 
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. " 'In investig_ating those peti~ions,. the «?ommit~ of the Council may, if it thinks 
fit, ref~r th~ questiOn to the Council, whiCh Will deal With it in such manner and will give 
such .~ctw.ns as may see~ proper and effectual in the circumstances of the case. 

If neither the C~mm1ttee of t~e Council nor any member of the Committee makl's 
a re~o!t to the C_ouncil, th~ C~mm1ttee shall decide in what cases and under what 
conditions a public commumcatwn shall be made.' 

" The. procedure I am proposing to the Council does not in any way modify the principl<•s 
already laid down. _ 
. "I a_m '!ell aware that certa~ co~tries w~ic~ have by treaty accepted the Counc.il's 
rn~erv:ent10~ m the treatmen_t of mmont1es are mclined towards a restri<ltive a.pplil'-&tion of 
this_ nght, smce they regard It as an encroachment upon their sovereignty 1n:•-d-11is the other 
natwns. 

"These countries should not forget that they have thus contributed to the establishment · 
in the world of new customs which will be regarded as an honour to the twentieth century. 

" I need only recall the rivalries which arose when the ecclesiastical principalities in 
Germany were being secularised and when their partition was being discussed on the basis of 
the amounts paid by the tax-payers. In 1802, the peoples had only the right to toil, and not 
the right to think. Are not the signatories of the Minorities Treaties obliged, at least morally 
to respect the same principles, and were not these principles unanimously accepted by the 
Assembly in 1922 f " 

- With regard to the resolution proposed by M. Bene§ in 1924 whereby the Council went 
into committee to draw up the programme of the preparatory work for a Conference for the 
reduction of armaments (see above), M. Dandurand observed that, if he were not mistaken, 
this general Committee of the Council had included other experts and that it had sat for more 
than two years. 

He added that, in submitting these proposals to the Council, he had been actuated by a 
sense of justice and by a desire to do his duty towards the League of Nations. 

In many countries, public opinion was uneasy and confidence was shaken. Without 
doubt, the League had in the past accomplished good work, but the atmosphere of mystery 
and of silence in which minorities petitions were investigated encouraged the belief that the 
League was not carrying out fully the obligations incumbent upon it. 

To dispel all doubts and to remove any semblance of justification for fears which had 
been so often expressed, Canada was endeavouring, in a spirit of complete disinterestedness, 
to contribute to the solution of the minority problem. 

In conclusion, he wished to emphasise the importance he attached to enlarging the 
Committee of Three. He did not propose that its powers should be extended, for he 
appreciated the fact that a Member could not be bound to lay a complaint before the Council. 

· He felt, however, that the least which the minorities were entitled to expect from the Council 
was tha• all its Members should be in a position to acquaint themselves with the facts. 

· Dr. STRESEMANN.- Mr. President,- During this year, the League of Nations will bring 
to It close the first ten years of its work. Looking back over this period,_ it is impossible to 
apply to the time which has elapsed since the war the same standard as applied to other epochs. 
The changes which have shaken the lives of States and of peoples have been so profound, and 
evolution in the social sphere within the boundaries of every State has bee~ so great, that tb.e 
events of these ten years have given rise to problems which at other penods of the "!'orld s 
history would have reqnired a whole gen~rati?n in which. to develop. It would be tsku~g up 
too much of your time to retrace the entire history of this post-war epoch, and to explam.all 
that it has meant in the life of the peoples of the world. As regards, however,. the ~nest10n 
with which we are dealing to-day some currents of opinion have become apparent m t.he League 
of Nations which show us that the question is being asked withiD: th~ Leag:ue itself, as :well 
as outside, whether the ideas of the founders of the League are still VIewed m the same light 
as when they were first expressed. . . 

During the course of the last session of the Assembly, It could be 1nferre~ f~om the speeches 
of some delegates that the moment had come in the develop';'lent of the activity o! th~ ~ague 
when it would be useful to look back on the manner in which the problem of mmont1es had 
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h b is of experience gained, we must, t.herefore, try to di•c:owr 
so far bt•en treated: o.n t e as Lea u~ whose duty it is to carry out this great and important 
whether those. org~msatw~s of t~e . g h ther it is. advisable to take fresh deci~ions in 
task are movmg m the nght directwn, or w e 
re~:artl to certain aspects of the problem. · • b 1 t th h 

::>inee thexe su~:gestions were first made at the Assembl~ m 1:\eptem er a~ ' e~ ave 
k d f . ·t f 1·n the ve•·" I'mportant proposals which the representative of Canada · ta en a more e m1 e orm ., ' . 1 · d · th h 

has s<'t forth in his interesting memorandum and wh1~h he has ~xp au_1e m e speee to 
I · h h · t 1· tcned I rnvsnlf felt some anXIety regardmg thiS matter, and asked w ur yon ave JUS 1s · · ·' ,. . • • • · • t' 'd 

mvself whether we were not running the risk of madequately puttmg mto ~nac ICe an ,I ca of 
· • l{fc t importanc-e. 'l'his preoccupation led me to state, at the last sessiOn of ~he Comi?il, 

~b~l it :ould he desirable to examine the question of princi}Jle as ~E'gard.s the attitude whi~b 
the League of Nations has a~opted tow~rds I_Uin~r~tie~. It is not ~y mtention here to emp~a.sise 
the fate and conditions of hfe of certam mmonties m any particular count~y, for the present 
diRcnssion conct>rns the principle involved. Wh~t is. important for me IS .to descn!Je the 
situation resulting from the treaties and declaratiOns m force, from the guarantee en~rusted 
to the League of Nations and from the rights and duties which the League must exermEe and 
fulfil as the result of such a guarantee. . . 

It is unnecessary to ask which is the primary and which IS the secondary of the two 
aspects of the question-procedure or P!inciple. The procedn:e and the details connected 
with it naturally reflect the attitude whwh the Leagu~ o~ N atw~s has .ado1~ted towards ~he 
principle. Further. any attitu~e ad?pted to.wards the.prm~Ipl~ ob~ously m1phcs the posse~s10n 
of the means necessary to achieve m practire the obJect m vrew m order t.hat the noble Idea, 
instead of being lost,.may be firmly based on reality, and that those yeoples w.h? ha.ve been 
so often deceived in their hopes should not be forced to adopt an attitude of disillusiOnment 
or sceptieism and, perhaps ultimately. of despair. Is it not the duty therefore of the League 
of Nations to show mankind at large that t.he life of peoples is subject to evolution, and that 
there is a forward movement which neither resignation nor pessimism can hinder t Do not 
forget that this resignat.ion, this pessimism, is never more strong than when there is a flagrant. 
cont.radiction between the promise and the performance 

As a matter of fact, the problem of minorities usually comes before Members of the 
Council merely in the form of questions of detail and of the particular wishes of a special 
group of persons which, at first sight, seem only to be of secondary importance, and which 
perhaps only affect the lives of a small number of human beings. Comparison with the oth<>r 
general duties of the League of Nations might give rise to the impression that the Council 
had to occupy a disproportionate amount of its time in dealing with matters which should 
be settled by some·less authoritative organisation. There is in this a danger. which I might 
describe as psychological, which can only be eliminated if the Council realises.to the full that, 
evPn in the most insignificant cases. it is faced with symptoms or with the effects of a situation 
of great importance from the international point of view My colleagues on the Couneil will 
probably agree with me when I ~ay th~t th~ examinat~on of special cases must always be based 
on the gre~t and f~dame~tal rdea:s, m virtue of whwh the contractual stipulation~ in force 
ha>e been mcluded m the mternatwnal statute of law, and in virtue of which the guarantee 
of the League of Nations has been established 

I c.amio~ better describe these fundamental ideas and their essential importance in 
connectiOn _w1th the present structur~ of ~urope than by referring to the Note submitted in 
1919. of which you are all aware, and m which the representatives of the Allied and Associat;ed 
P~wer:s .stated clearl.Y a~d definitely the motives and objects of the first convention concerning 
mmontieR: The mmonty system, the Note states, is a necessary consequence constituting 
an es~ent.Ial part of the new syst~m governing international relations inaugurated by the 
estab.hshment of the League of Natwns. Under the old system the guarantee that regulations 
of thi~ nature. would be enforced was vested in the great Powe~s. Experience has shown -I 
~m still quotm~: from the Note- that this '!"as not feasible in practice. For that reason, 
m th.e .new ~ystern th~ guarantee. was.vested m the League of Nations. To-day, the Powers 
are faced With an e~tm;Iy new situatwn. and experience has shown that new provisions are 
necessary .• Tbe te.mtones ceded by the tenus of the Treaties of Peace- 1 am still quoting 
~~f:r!~: to": tha~nc~u~: numer

1
ous.phopulations speakin~ languages and belonging to ~aces 

h . . 0 e peop e Wit whom they were mcorporated Long years of fierce 
oshht.y had causerl the most serious divisions between various rac~s. These populations 



- tl9-

would more easily b~come reconciled to their. new situation if tlwy knew from the beginninlo( 
that they would recmve _the necessary protectwn and gnarantl.'es against any dangt•r of unjust. 
treat~I_~ent o~ of oppresswn_.. ~he me~e knowledlfe of the existen~-e of stwh pill.l"antees would 
matenally a1d that reconmliatwn which was umversallv de~ired. 

I have ~erely to add to t_hi~ qu~tation. from the Not.e a pp.ssage from tbc fnndanwntal 
repo1-t submttted to the Council m 1920 by 1ts Rapporteur- a report which forms the bu.sis 
of the entire procedure which the Leal!'ne applies to minorities- to show dt'arlv that f. he 
meaning and obje~t o~ the grea~ resp«;~nsibility entrusted to the I.eague had at that period bt'en 
fully understood ill 1ts essentml pornts. That report defined the guu.rantt•e as one whil•b 
necessarily maintained intact the pro':'isions relating to minorities and as one whit·h im11osed 

. upon the League the duty of ensunng that the rl'gulations eonecrning the protN·t.ion of 
minorities are invariably applied. · 

When I remember these fundamental principles and contrast them with awtual prat·lit·e. 
I cannot but feel that theory aud practice have not always walked baud in hand. In 11 ny 
case, we cannot forget the undoubted fact that this impression is dominant in t.he mind• 
of the minorities themselves, and that as a result they have grave fears as to the futm·e of thl'ir 
civilisation. It is easily understood that the disapJlointment which tht>y have had to endure 
has expressed itself in strong criticism of the organisations of the League. This is not the 
first time that such criticism has led to long discussion within the Leagil6 it.self. It appears, 
however, that every effort made to remedy the existing shortcomings has encountt,rNI h.osit• 
objections which might cause public opinion to believe that the Ll'ague desires to dt•viate 
from the principle which forms the basis of the prot~>ction of minorities. 

I cannot refrain at this point from referring to the statement made by a fornwr Rapportt·ur 
to the Council in 1925. That statement had a considerable effect. as did also the Coum•il's 
discussion which followed it. In that statement. and in the discussion. certain fundamPnt.al 
views are to be found regarding the object of the provisions for the protection of minoritit>s 
and the guarantee exercised by the League of Nations These views can be intPr}Jreted lUI 
meaning that such provisions are intended to some extent to cover a kind of transition period 
before the final disappearance of minorities as such- that is to say, to cover the period up 
to the time when the minorities would be absorbed by the majority of the population of the 
State to which they belonged. If these declarations must really be interpreted ill some way 
as a theory of assimilation- as certain observations made at later sessions of the Coundl 
might lead me to believe - I, at any rate, should be compelled energetically to oppose such 
a view. A theory of this kind is contrary to the idea- which was definit.ely put forw~trd 
when the new system was instituted- that the protection afforded to minorities is of a 
permanent natlll'e and not merely something which covers a t.ransition JK>riod inst.itut~d in 
.order to overcome temporary difficulties. 

In this connection, another point of principle arises. At the moment, the t>xist.ing 
proced\ll'e is confined to dealing with petitions addrl'ssed to the League. No institution or 
proced\ll'e exists, apart from petitions, for putting into operation, in a general manner, .the 
guarantE¥~ entrusted to the League. There can, however, be no doubt that t~at ~arantee 
cannot be limited to settling concrete cases in which the actual or threatened _vwlatwn of the 
rights of minorities has been brought to the knowledge of the League of N atwns. 

The fundamental report of 1920 to which I have already referred explicitly states that 
it is the duty of the Lea!!'Ue of Nations to ass\ll'e itself that the provisions for the protection 
of minorities are constantly applied. This idea has perhaps also inspired certain _suggestions 
for the establishment of a Permanent Minorities Committee. It S!'ems to me m any. case 
necessary to take into account the '\Vay in which the League of Nations may keep JtKelf 
continuously informed as to the situation _of ~i.no~ties. . . . . . . 

The provisions for the protection of mmor1t1es 1~ply a duty whtch 1t 1s ~mth(•r tmp.ossJ~le 
nor beneath the dignity of a Sovereign State to fulfil. T~e f~t of belong_mg to a .nunont.y 
and the special position resulting from that fact are certan~ly m no wa-r m~ompat!ble w1th 
the accomplishment of the duties of a loyal citizen towards hts State. Thts bemg so,1t ~qually 
follows that the interest taken by a country in the minorities of another country! an mterest 
which may take the form of an appeal to the guarantee of the ~agu~ of Natw~s, c~nnot 
be regarded as an inad1nissible political interference with t.he domestic affat~s of a for.e1gn I ow.er. 

I am well aware of the political considerations which ~re urged a:ga1'!s~ the Ideas whu·h 
I have just developed. It is said, for example, that the nght.s of mmorttJeR may have f.he 
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. · vernent which is directed against the integrity of the State and that 
r:~~~!vo~esa~n~r!~1fr:ere~tist. agitat.io!l. FJ:an~Iy. I do not think .that. we ha~e in the present 
N•utur established 11 condition of affaus whwh 1s eternal, and that 1dea •s.very ~!early e~pressed 
· tl YC t f the J eague of Nations These, however. are consideratiOns wh1ch have m , 1e ovenun o ' ' · . · · · d d · 
uot.hing to do with the question of minorities to wh1ch onr atten~IOn 1s. now: evote. . .I~ Is 
,

111
ite 11 mistake to say that. in supporting the rights and the educatiOnal liberties of rm~or•t•e.s 

11,e is being made of a weapon with which to break up St~tes ... The peace bet":een n~twns will 
hP all the more stable in proportion as the appeal of mmor1t1es tlueatened m the~ cultural 
life is Jess widely refleeted in the public opinion of the worl~. Anyone w~o works m de.fe_nce 
of the rights of a man to his mother tongue, and ·?f the mamtenanc~ of h1s race an~ religiOn, 
without prejudice to nations or frontiers, is work.mg at the sa~e t1me for the mamtenanct> 
of peace, and not with a view to provoking exc1te~ent !"nd vwlen~. States. c~mposed of 
several races and cultures, sometimes of recent creatiOn, w1l~ lose. nothmg ?f their rmportance 
or prestige by offering an example in this fi~ld. I woul~ refe! m this. connectiOn to the fortunate 
country in which we are at present meetm~, where, m sp1te of differences of race~ language 
and religion, love of a common country, whiCh has become rooted for many centnr1es among 
the people, has never been disturbed. · 

What methods must the Learne of Nations adopt, in conformity with existing treaties 
and guarantees, in order to attain" the object which !fC have in .mindf . . 

I have already referrt>d to the necessity of formmg a clear 1dea of the way m winch the 
guarantee may be realised even outside the sphere of petitions. 

As regards the treatment of petitions themselves, M. Dandurand's memorandum 
emphasises that the procedure followed by the Council. the essential point of which is the 
institution of Committees of Three, gives rise among the petitioning minorities to the 
impression that their grievances are not heard and that they are the victims of the inactivity 
or indifference of the Council. This impression is due to the fact that the minorities learn 
nothing of the steps taken to deal with their complaints and, above all, remain ignorant of the 
attitude adopted by their own Governments. This is one of the principal shortcomings of which 
the minorities have unanimously complained for a long while; The means by which 
M. Dandurand endeavours to overcome this difficulty are extremely interesting and deserve 
our most careful attention. I should be happy to contribute to a settlement of this question 
by explaining in outline my own ideas on this matter. Those ideas point in t.he same direction 
as M. Da.ndurand's. 

At the time of their institution, the Committees of Three were entrusted with the task 
of facilitating, on behalf of the Members of the Council, the carrying out of their duties and 
rights towards minorities. By means of the work of the Committees, the Members of the 
Council were to be enabled to decide whether there was or was not good reason for acquainting 
the Council with an infraction or danger of infraction of any provision for the protection of 
minoritie~. In prac~ice, t~e sy~te~ has worke~ in such a way that the whole procedure has 
been confmed to a discussiOn w1thm the Committees. and those Members of the Council which 
were not represented on the Co~mittees were not ·informed of what was taking place. It 
seems t.o me that one of the Iog1cal consequences of the reason for which the Committees 
were appointed was that, in any case, the Committees would submit the result of their work 
to t.he Council in order that the latter might really decide whether it desired to proceed with 
the matter or not. 

. :Moreover! some. mean.s. must ~e found of keeping the minorities informed of what is 
bem~ done with th?u pet~t10n durmg this phase of the procedure. If it is not considered 
poss•b!e to commun~cate directly .to the 'minorities the result of the examination which takes 
P!~e m the Comm1t~es, the ObJect in view might, without disadvantage, be achieved by 
g1vmg a ~~ater pub~mty to the procedure as a whole. It might, for example, be considered 
whether 1t IS not ~esuable to annex to the annual report submitted to the Assembly on the 
work of t~e C.oun~il a summary of all the petitions received and dealt with by the Committees. 
The publicatiOn m the Officia! Journal of the League of Nations of the reports submitted 
t.o the Members of the Counml to whwh I have just referred might also be contemplat.ed. 

It woi!Id, more~ver, be extn:mely useful, in my opinion, to hasten the procedure before 
~he C~~rmt~s. It Is ;rue t~at It would be difficult in the majority of cases to call these 
s:'t~:e::sof ept=~~~!s edaes.siOn:hof the. Cdoubncil. It might, h~wever, be possible to hast_en ~he 

urmg e per10 etween the sessions of the Council by subJectmg 
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them to a preliminary examination which would be entrusted to reprt'st~ntat.ives of the principal 
delegates. . 
· It seems to me necessarY:, m~reover, to co?-sider whether the work of the Committ~s might 

not. be rendered more effec~Ive if the C~m~I~tee~ were not only to get into touch with the 
Governments of the countnes of the mmorities m question but were also able to a~k the 
aut.hori~ed representatives o~ the mi~orit.ies themselves, or othl'r competent exp~>rts, to furnish 
them with complementary mformat10n m cases where the C01nmittees might think it ust!ful 
to do so . 

. I~ ha~ on previous .oc~sio?-s b~n urged in objection to such proposals, which contemplate 
partw1patu;m of the ~monty m this pro~dure, that such participation, beyond whnt is con· 
templated m the tr.eati~s and d~clarat10ns m force, would set on foot a controversial proct~dure 
as between the mmonty and Its Government. Whatever value mav be attribued to that 
would objection, it cannot be applied to a simple requl'st for infornu1tion which be made 
on the initiative of the Committees. 

The representative of Canada desires that the Committees should be enhnged and 
modified so that all the Members of the Council might be represented on them. I think it is 
essential to follow up this idea. In any case, the possibility should be considered of strengthening 
the Committees of Three, perhaps according to the degree and importance attached to 
each particular case. -In this respect it is, in my opinion, necessary to consider again the 
decision taken by the Council in 1925, in 1\CCordance with which the participation of the 
Members of the Council in the Committees is subordinated to certain definite conditions. I 
am well aware that I am touching on what certain people may consider a delicate point. I 
think, however, that I am serving the cause which we all have at heart by expressing my views 
frankly. 

The reasons underlying the decision of the Council are apparently ba>~ed on the idea that 
cert.ain Members of the Council, owing to their relations with certain minorities - relations 
which are defined by the decision in question- cannot always be r~>garded as absolutely 
impartial, and any appearance of a lack of impartiality must be avoided. If I had taken part 
in the discussions which led to this decision, I should have opposed it, even though I fully realiHe 
the importance of the reasons on which it was based. Without desiring to insist on the fact 
that the competence and knowledge of the Members of the Conncil in question might be of 
the greatest use, it seems to me, in principle, inadmissible to deny to Governments which are 
thought worthy to be permanent or temporary Members of the Council confidence in their 
impartiality. I think that in many cases the participation of the Members of the Council at 
present excluded would contribute essentially in helping the Council in the discharge of the 
high mission entrusted to it onder the provisions for the protection of minorities, which 
consists in removing misgivings which are politically dangerous and in establishing peaceful 
relations between the countries concerned. 

Why should we not trust in the discretion of the President of the Council for the 
appointment of the members whom he desires to see participating in each special case in the 
Committees, which are entrusted with the previous examination of minorities questions f 
This seems to be all the more necessary, as the votes of the Members of the Council who would 
eventually be excluded retain in every case a decisive importance in dealing with the 
question in the Council itself. 

I think it moreover my duty to remind you of another scheme to which I briefly referred 
and which pl~yed a ce;tain part in the discussions of the last session of the Assl'mbly -
namely, the establishment of a Permanent Minorities Committee. This idea i~ of so rnuc~ 
importance that it needs to be carefully examined. Only a study of the questiOns of detatl 
bound up with the carrying out of the scheme and, in particular, a study of the compe~~ce 
of such a body in relation to the work of the Council itself will enable us to take a dems10n 
in this .matter. · 

Whatever may be the form which we give in future t? thi~ procedure~ we are all_ awa~e 
that even a system of regulation which seems to offer ev~··y tmagma.ble tech meal perfectwn "!Ill 
only be of service if it is governed by a clear an~ preCise coneeptio~ ~f thl! obJect for. wht~h 
the guarantee of the League of Nations was desJglled and of the spmt which should msptre 
the carrying into effect of that guarantee. 
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The conditions which 1 have just laid down lend me to ~he followi_ng ~onclusions:. 'fhat 
v;hich 1 desire to attain and which I _recomm~~~ ~ the sen~us exanunatwn of the Council 
is, first, a careful study of the existmg possibihhes fo! _an ~provemel?t _of the }Jrocedure 
applied to petitions. Secondly, I w:ould as~ that th_e partw1pat!on of ~e!tam mterested nati~ns 
should be eonsidered instead of their exclusiOn as hi~herto.. Thirdly, Jt, IS necessa~y to examrne 
in what way the Lt>ague of Nations can accomplish Its duhe~ a~ a guarantor outside the sphere 
of petitions. :Finally, I think it of importance t_hat the l?r~nmpl_es of the g~ara~tl'': assumed 
by the League of Nations should be elucidated m the spmt wh1ch I have JUSt md1~at~d. I 
quite realise that this is too great and too imp~rtant a task for us to be able t? s':ttle 1~ fmall~· 
during the prcst>nt session of the Council. "e must, however, make a bt>gmmng with this 
task. It seems to me that the best way of dealing with it would be the appointment of a 
special committee of enquiry. The commi~tee s~ould be c.omposed with a vi~": .to givi~(( it 
the authority and competence necessary for 1ts obJe~t. It s~~uld afford ~he _poss1bli~ty of g1vmg 
due weight to all aspects of the problem. If we g1ve sufflm~ntly prem~e mstructwns .to such 
a committee it will certainly be able, within a reasonable pe>rwd, to achieve results whiCh may 
constitute a useful basis for the final discussions upon which we shall subsequently have to 
embark. 

:Fears have been expressed on the part of public opinion that these discussions may 
inaugurate a conflict between two opposed theses within the Leagtie of Nations. I do not 
share that view. The League of Nations would be untrue to its purpose if it abandoned the 
principles which forJDerly gt~ided it, when it accepted the task of guaranteeinl' the rights of 
minorities. 

I was glad to note that the representative of France, at the December session of the Council, 
impressively and solemnly endorsed the principles which govern the protection of minorities. 
I would add that I do not admit in this question any distinction between interesteQ. and 
disinterested nations. The problem with which we are dealing is a problem which necessarily 
~oncern~ the League of Nations as a whole. If we review history, we shall see that there is 
m the hfe of nations a perpetual change in their relations. On many occasions dominion 
exercised by one nation has been followed by a period in which the members of its race and 
civilisation have ~een subj~ct to the sovereignty of a foreign State. 

It may be said that h1_story endea~ours to prov~ the truth of the saying of Goethe, who 
puts men, States and natwns on thCir gtiard agamst the inconstancv of fortune. If I 
understand ri~htly the idea which inspired the creation of the League of Nations and the 
¥Uaran_tees w~ch t~e Leagti~ has ass_umed for the protection of minorities, I should say that 
It consists prem~ely m t~e deSire to relieve the_ strain quite naturally produced by new situations, 
and to effect this by a JUSt treatment extendmg to men of another race reliaion and langtiaae 
The ideal towards which humani~y is tending is the assurance of p~ace for all time e:e~ 
though we may not share. t~e belief that humanity will ever attain this ideal. We m~st do 
our utmost to cr~ate con~twns ~ay~ur~ble to such a peace. One of these conditions is peace 
between the va~wus natiOnal mviii~atwns. More effectively than by definite engagements 
and understa~dings, p~ace for all time may be assured by a regime of justice towards all 
those who cla!ID the vital and elementary right which is theirs to speak their own lanm1aue 
and to safeguard their faith and their souls. "· "' 

The disrussion was adjourned to the next .meeting. 

MEETING HELD ON MARCH 6TH, 1929 (AFTERNOON). 

M. ZALERKI. - Mr President Gent! B f · 
M. Dandurand and of Dr. Streseman~ I . :~en,- e ore d1s~u~sing the proposals of 

As you 11re aware, no provision wa~ m WIS . 0 mak~ so~e p~elun~nary observations. 
the procedure in its present form It is ade mdthe Mm~nttes 'Ireat1es for the applicat-ion of 
act of grace in the interest of mi~orities abproce ure outside those Treaties, established as an 
Council and the States which have signedyl\I~om~t.on and ':oluntary agreement between the 

mor1 1es Treaties. 
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It follows, ther~fore, that. this pr~ced~~e has been drawn up by the Council in agreement 
with the States which have Signed Mmoritws Treaties, and that without the assent of those 
States such a procedure could not and would not have been put into operation. 

Is it necessary for me once more to remind you that the States which have signed Minorities 
Treaties have, on numerous occas!ons and again quite recently, stated that it was impossible 
for them to agree to any change m the system at present in force which would impose fresh 
obligations solely upon those States T 

Since the idea that the Minorities Treaties should be a general obligation is at the moment 
encountering serious obstacles, and since the point of view of the States which have signed 
Minorities Treaties is well k~own, I think- without giving any of the many other reasons 
in support of what I have Said- that the object of the discussion which is now taking place 
must, if it is not to be purely of academic interest, be to discover whether the proposals just 
made are in the nature of a ne.w p~o.cedure, 'Yhich wi~ modify the existing obligations accepted 
by the States bound by the Minorities Treatii'S to which I have referred. In rt>ading the report · 
of the Committee of Jurists which was submitted to us this morning, I find the statement t.hat. 
the Committee is of opinion that the proposal (that is to say, the proposal of M. Dandurand) 
goes, in certain respects, beyond the present scope of the Minorities Treatil's and declarations. 

Consequently, I have the honour to ask you to appoint a Rapporteur who, with the aid 
of two of our colleagues, shall study this question and shall submit a report to the Oouncil 
as soon as he is in a position to do so. 

It is of set purpose that I have confined myself to making thPse few remarks, abKtainiug 
from any long comment upon the question of minorities in general. ·We are all dtleply couvinc1c1d 
that the defence of the legitimate interests of minorities is an act of justice. DeSJlite the 
numerous difficulties and serious complications connected with the matter, the minority 
States have invariably directed all their efforts towards conciliation and agroonwnt, and 
they have given most convincing proof .of this by several times adopting a procedure whi"h 
made it possible to apply more easily and more effectively the Minoritit>s Treaties of 1919. 

Nevertheless, allow me to remind you that the best way to help minorities iij not to claim 
on their behalf ever wider privileges and more and more complete guarantees, but to try to 
make use of what already exists by endeavouring in every way to realise the main object of 
the Treaties- that is to say, to harmonise and to conciliate opposing interests and to jp"ant 
to minorities such satisfaction as is legitimate and compatible with the interests of the State. 

If we really desire the good of the minorities, we must try to do something that is uijcful, 
practicable and attainable. In examining a minorities question, we must not forget tho 
possible effect of the feelings of the majority in the State, for it is only with their agreement 
that we can give useful and effective aid to the minorities. 

The continuous action which has to be taken as a result of the complaints, more or l11ss 
justifiable, excites public opinion and makes it sometimes less favourable tow&I"ds the 
acceptance of the solutions demanded by the minority. 

The advertisement which some wish to give to the examination of any minority 
complaint, the publicity which it is desired to give to anr documen~s c~nnecte~ wit~ ~he 
procedure being applied, may sometimes lead to an undesirable reactiOn m public opmwn 
and obscure the main object of the Minorities Treaties, which is to achieve peace and concord 
among the various elements of the population. 

. May I make one last observation! I am aware that .cr!ticism of the present system_ is 
Widespread but I think this is due to the fact that the public m general only sees the negative 
side. It d~es not pay any heed to the positive solutions already achieved. Public opinion 
allows itself to be stirred by a more or less justified complaint, ~ut it forgets that the. nm~ber 
of persons making a complaint is infinitely small compared with the great mass whwh fmds 
nothing of which to complain in the present situation: . 

Do not let us forget the magnitude of the task ~I!h.erto accomplis~~d: . Do not let us 
be hypnotised by certain details which are open to critiCism. !Jefore crit~msmg ~he pr~sent 
system, let us compare the situation of the. minorities! not w1t_h so~ethmg which _Is ·~~al 
and therefore impossible to realise in practtce, but With the situatwn of those mmonties 
before the war. 

T.hese are the considerations which have led me to confine myself at this moment to 
putting forward the proposal which I have the honour to submit to you. 
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M T I tl e nam.e of the Royal Government of Roumania, I have the honour 
• JTULEHCO.- n 1 h p J" h t t' . d . 

fully to associate myself with the statements made byCt e .olis drepr~stendabivet, an fwith 
· 1 t · t Rapporteur chosen by the ounc1 an ass1s e Y wo o our 

h18
11 

proposato ,0t adpptohme qauestion whether the suggestions made to us do or do not exceed the 
co eagues s u Y . .. 'I' t' 
obligations existing in virtue of the Mmontms rea 1es. . . . 

I reserve my right to speak again at a suitable moment., m order to make any observatiOn~ 
,.,.hich may seem to me to be necessary. . . . 

Sir Austen CHA.MBERLAIN. - 1\lr. President and .G.e~tl~men, - I desue m the fl!st 
place to expreRs my senRe of the opportunene~s of th.e Imtiatlv~ taken by the ~epre~entahve 
of Canada and the representative of Germany m ope~ung a. pubh.c and general discusSion up~m 
this question, and I hope that the result o~ our d1srussw~ will be. useful to the countne.s 
concerned to the minorities for whose protectiOn these Treaties were Signed, and to the Council 
itself in the general discha1·ge of its duty. · . . . . . . 

None of us can be unaware of the many currents.of cnticism w.hich have ~l8en.m r~spect 
sometimes of the action of the Council, more often m respect of ~ts. alleged mactwn, m the 
matter of the protection of minorities. I have had some exper1e!lc~ of the work of the 
Committees of Three to which reference has so often been made. It IS rmportant to remember 
that the Committee of Three is a Committee which varies constantly in its membership. It 
is not composed of three Members of the Council, or of three States ~hich have been chosen 
for all time, to examine these petitions, but it is ~omposed of the ~resident ~~;n~ two me~~ers, 
whom he associates with himself for the exammatwn of a partwular petition or petitiOns 
presented on the occasion of any one of our ses~ions. . . . . . 

I would ask you·, in the first place, to consider the positiOn of the Council Itself, and. m 
ronsequl'nce of its Committee of Three, in relation to these matters. We ar~ not dealing 
in this case with the general provisions of the Covenant of the League of Natwns. We are 
not acting in pursuance of any article of the Covenant. The responsibilities which we are 
to discharge, the rights which we enjoy, whether they be greater or less, originate from the 
Minorities Treaties themselves, and the Council has no power to vary those Treaties or to 
go outside the limits which they indicate. 

The Treaties contemplate that it should be the friendly right of any State Member of 
the Council to draw the attention of the Council to what it might consider to be an infraction 
of any of the Minorities Treaties. That was an invidious, a thankless, task to impose upon 
the individual States Members of the Council. We have not yet reached such a degree of 
solidarity in international affairs that any of us welcome even the most friendly intervention 
of another nation in what we consider to be our domestic affairs, and there was inevitably 
some danger lest an individual intervention by a particular Power, calling attention to what 
it considered an infraction by another Minority Treaty, should create disturbance, produce 
ill-will, even embitter the relations between the State which felt it its duty to bring the mat.ter 
to the notice of the Council and the State of whose action it complained. 

It might be feared, and I think the Council did fear, that this task was so great and so 
invidious that individual States Members of the Council might be unwilling to discharge it, 
and that, if we relied upon such individual initiative and on that alone, we might fail to 
watch over the Treaties as it was intended that we should do . 

. Th.e Counc~, t~erefore, wit~ th~ assent of the minorities States, made the arrangement 
which IS embodied m the exammatwn of these petitions and complaints by the Committee 
of Three; that is to say, instead of leaving it to each individual State Member of the Council 
to satisfy itself .whether or not ~ condition had arisen which necessitated it individually to 
~w the .attentiOn of the Council to the matter, three members of the Council, chosen from 
time to time among our ran~s, would undertake the duty of examining each petition, and if 
!hose members though~ that It was nece~aary.to bring a matter before the Council, they would 
Jomtly c~ll ~~e attentiOn of ~he. c.ounm! to It. By this means the dangers, the difficulties 
and the mv1diousness of the mdiVIdualmtervention of a particular State would be avoided. 

It ~houl~ be noted, ~owever, that, tho~~h t~e Committee of Three gives to the Council 
th~ sat1sfa~t10n of knowmg that every petitiOn IS carefully examined that Committee can 
n.e1ther by Its act!o~ ~or ~y its in!lction deprive any other member of the Council of the inherent 
nght ~ take the m~t1ave if he thm.k~ fit to do s~. The Committee of Three may see no ground 
for actiOn of any kmd a.fter e~a~llllng a certam petition. Nevertheless, it is within the right 
of every member of the Council, If he feels that he can assume that responsibility, to bring that 
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same l?etition . to. the d!I"ect notice of the Coun~il, even though it has been 1-ejected by the 
Committee. Similarly, m cases where the Comm1ttee of Three has either noted that satisfaction 
has been given to as much of the demand of the petitioners as it thinks reasonable or where 
this result has been obtained by its own negotiations, so that it does not bring the petition 
to the notice of the Council, it is yet the right of every member of the Council if he fo~.>ls it 
compatible with the responsiblity which he owes to that body, to declare h'imself to be 
dissat.isfied with those private negotiations, and to bring the matter before the Council itseU. 

I thin_k that the very !act th~t. no me~ber of the Council has thought it necessary to bring 
to the notwe of the Council a petition which has not been brought before it by the Committee 
of Three is the justification before the Council and before the world of t.he care the attention 
and the scrupulous fairness and sense of justice with which the Committee of 'J~hree however 
constituted, has discharged the responsible duties placed upon it. I must say in this c~nnection 
that those Committees have been singularly aided by that Section of the Secretariat which 
has been specially charged with the study of these questions. I have heard it said that the 
Committees decide upon insufficient information, that they have not the means of testing the 
allegations that are made or the reply which is offered. I do not believe that sud1 criticisms 
would bear the test of careful examination, if indeed it were possible to examine such a question. 
The information which individual members of the Council may derive from tht>ir own 
particular sources is supplemented by the information collected by the Secretariat, and I at. 
any rate, as a member of the Council, desire to declare my deep obligation to the Minorities 
Section of the Secretariat, and to M. Col ban, who for so many years, and until quite recently, 
was at its head. 

I believe, therefore, that, in the main, the work has been well done. I believe that, in 
the main, the purpose for. which the Minorities Treaties were signed has been attained. I do 
not· say that satisfaction has always been given. A petitioner whose petition is rejected ill 
seldom satisfied ; a Government whose action is criticised is not likely to be wholly content; 
but I believe that any impartial person having access to our proceedings would be satiHfie<l 
that they have not merely been conducted with scrupulous fairness and with a great deHire 
to see justice done, but that we have in fact achieved, in large measure, those purpoHes for 
which this system was initiated. 

I should be curious to know, and perhaps it may be ascertained in such an enquiry a11 
has been suggested, what number and what proportion of the petitions have been rejected 
in tot? by the Committee, what proportion has been settled before they became tbe subject. 
of enquiry by the Committee owing to the fact that the attention of the Government waA 
called to a grievance by the presentation of the petition and its communication to the 
Committee, and in what further proportion, either in the Committee or as a result of its work, 
some arrangement has been reached between the parties concerned. I think that the two 
last cases, the petitions to which satisfaction is actually given by the Government before 
they come up for examination by the Committee and those for which satisfaction is obtained 
by the Committee, would cover, in the opinion of any impartial person, practically evtory 
case of solid grievance. 

I do not want to say that the Committees have never made a mistake. It is not in human 
nature never to err. But I hope it will be remembered that the Committees have to con•idor 
the permanent interests both of the minorities and of the State, and the most perm11ncnt 
and the most important interest of both is that they should learn to live together in peac~.> 
and amity, and that the need for recourse to petitions to the Council and for the intervention 
of the Council should in time cease because they settle their grievances betwet>n thNn•elvos 
and without the intervention of the Council. 

I repeat, I do not pretend that we have neve~ made a mist~ke. ~eithe~ d_o I ~ish for 
a moment to assert that our procedure is necessanly perfect or fmal: Two dJffwultJes have 
been mentioned which I think are of some consequence and for wh1ch I should be glad to 
see a remedy found if that were possible. 

First of all there is a complete lack of informat.ion at the pregent time as to what, in fact., 
are the results ~f the examinations of petitions by the Committees of Three. Certainly, ther~> 
~re some dangers in connection with publicity against which we must be on o~ gu~rd. '~here 
1s the dang,,r lest we should inflame passion where it is onr ~ut.;v to &~~s~age 1t. 'I here IK the 
danger lest, in an excited state of public opinion in the locahty m questwn, we should J"CIHll'l' 
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the position of the petitioners more difficu~t ~nd even expose them t~ danger. Above all we 
must, be our guard against making more dif~ICul~ the set.tleme!lt of dtsput.es a.nd the remonl 
of ~ri¥ances The serrecy of our deliberatwns m the Commttt~e of :rhree has at any rate 
had this a<l vantage : that a Government coul~ m~ke a concessiOn ':Vithout R?Y fear that in 
doing so it was lowering its dignity .or author1ty m the ~ace of natwl!als of Its own St:tte. 
It could make voluntarily, in the conftdence of t~at confe~~wn.al, confess.I~ns and undertakn_tgs 
which it could present thereaft.er to its own executtve or legtslatt~e authortttes as acts proceed1~1g 
from its own volition, not dictated by any external authortty and. therefore more easily 
commended to a national opinion which was perhaps somewhat excited. . . 

I have ment.ioned these dangers which surround any effor~ to make public our J?roceedtl!gs 
or even the results of our proceedings .. Never~hele~s, I hope tt may be found. pOSJltble to gtv:e 
a greater publicity in future than has been gtven m the past, because I believe. that b~ thts 
means a great deal of misapprehension will be removed. A great deal of uneasmess Will bo 
allayed and the stability of good feelin!r will be mo~e assured. . . 

The other defect in our present system of whtch we at thts table must all be conscwus. 
is the delay which often takes place before a final dec~sion is reached regarding some complaint 
which we have been called upon to investigate. It 1s not easy to ~ee how our procedure can 
be matle much more rapid. Time must be given for the Government concerned to present its 
:observations. Time must be given for the examination of the peti1.ion and of t.he rE>ply ; 
aupplement.ary information is often required, and that again .takes time to procure. But if 
we can find a way of expediting our procedure, at any rate in the simpler cases, I think that 
thi~ will be an advantage and recognised as such by everyone. 

Dr Stresemann, in the course of the very interesting statement, which he made thi• 
morning, referred to a prev.ious discussion of this question at the Council table. It was a 
discussion initiated by our former colleague, 111. de Mello·Franco, who had taken the trouble 
to make a careful study of what I may call the history, not merely of the Minorities Treaties, 
but. of minorities, and he submitted the result of his study and his reflections for the information 
of his collea.gues. Dr. Stresemann referred to a passage in that declaration in which l\1. d~ 
~lello-Franco spoke of the purpose which underlay the l\Iinorities Treaties and which had 
inspire<l their promoters an<l. founders. Dr. Stresemann did not himself quote the passage, 
but I think I know the one to which he referred. and I propose t;o re~,tl it. I have permittt>d 
myself to retranslate the original French text because the English translation happens in 
this case not t.o be quite accurate. l\1. de l\Iello·Franco said: 

" It seem~ to ~e «;~bvious. that those who co~ceive~ this system of protection did not 
dream of creatmg wtthm certam Stat~s a. group of mhabttants who would regard themselves 
a~ perm,•nent st.r<~.ugers to th_e orgamc_life o.f the country. On the contrary, they wished 
the ele~ents ?f the. populatwn contamed m such a group to enjoy a status of legal 
protect~on w~wh mtght ensure respect for the inviolability of the person in all aspects 
and winch mtght gradually prepare the way for conditions necessary for the establishment 
of a comph>t.e national unit." , 

.In the subsequent discussion, I called attention to these words, which appeared to me 
ad.nu·a~ly to. express t~e purp?se of. the Treaties ~nd the nature of the charge committed 
to the (.ounml. I used m the discusswn a word whtch was not quite appropriate: 

" The object of the Minorities Treaties, and of the Council in discharging its dut.ies 
uurler them, was, as 111. de Mello· Franco had said to secure for the minorities that 
!lleasure o~ protection and justice which worild gr~dually prepare them to be merged 
m the natwnal community to whicl1 they belonged." 

'fhe word " d " h · · . . , . merge was un apptly chosen. I did not mean for one moment to suggest 1·\•t It was mten~ed that the cultural characteristics of the minority population shoultl be 
8~ ~~Ieried ~~abolished. I did int~n!l to indicate, and I hold that this is vital that the purpose 
0 

1~
6 b rea dies was to make cond1t10ns in the minority countries such th~t the minorit.it>s 

cou D e
8
an were loyal members of the nations to which they belonged · 

r. tresemann feared that l\1 de Mell Fr d 1 · · I t.mnKition·1] whereas th . · . O· anco an regarded the Treattes as pure Y 
' • · · ey are m theu naturo permanent. I recognise their permanency, but 
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I cherish the hope, as I in~cat~d at the beginning of my observations, that the need for 
having recourse. to ~~e _Council will not be per~anent, because in course of time the relations 
between the mm~nt~es and t_he States to which they belong will take on a character that 
renders any application to this body unnecessary and undesirable. 

A:s I conceive it, the author~ of these Treaties argued in this way. As a result of the 
Treaties of Peace, larg~ populatiOns have been restored to nations belonging to the same 
race as themselves.· OwlD:g to these measures, certain minorities of other races were inevitably 
transferred to a new allegiance. In the past, the oppression of a minority has been the occasion 
of great international b~tte~n.ess. It has sometimes been the cause of war. It was felt that 
this new transfer of mmonties should not become a source of oppression and therefore a 
danger to the peace of the world in the future. and the minorities were the~fore guaranteed 
certain rights_ which were expressed in the Treaties. Th_ose righ~s were to be under the protection 
of the Council, a~d each Member ~tate of t~e Council was given the right, as a friendly act, 
to call the attentiOn of the Council to anythmg which that State considered to be an infraction 
of the Treaty. · 

The duty so conferred upon the Council is, as your predecessor M. Briand so solemnly 
observed, when he closed our last session, a sacred duty which the Council will never neglect. 
That affirmation cannot be made too strong, but there is something correlative to it which 
needs to be said. If the Government of a minority State owes definite obligations to the 
minority, so does that minority owe loyal allegiance to the State of which it now forms a part. 
The rights which it derives from the Minority Treaty are based upon the allegiance which it 
owes to the State of which it forms a part, and the rights of the minority cannot be separntt>d 
from its obligations. The Council, when considering the one, must take into account also the 
other. 

In this connection I regret one allusion, I think unnecessary for his purposes, whil•h was 
made by the representative of Germany in his speech this morning. He remarked that finality 
was not human and that history taught us that change was apt to occur in human institutions, 
and he referred to Article 19 of the Covenant. Appeal can be made to Article 19 of the 
Covenant under the conditions named, whenever the occasion arises. But to cite Article 19 
in connection with the Minorities Treaties can only make trouble. The article is not germane 
to the discussion on which we have embarked to-day. The Council will, I am confident, 
continue to do all that it can to protect the rights guaranteed to the minorities by these 
Treaties, but it will expect the minorities who appeal to these rights to come to it with clean 
hands, able to show that they have behaved loyally to the country of which they are a part 
and have borne true allegiance to the Government to which they are subject. 

I agree with the representative of Germany and with others who have spoken, that this 
is too large a subject and raises too many delicate questions to be dismissed in a single 
Council discussion, however prolonged. I support the proposal made from more than one 
quarter that a Rapporteur shall be appointed and .that, with the aid of collea!,'lles, if such 
be his wish, he shall undertake a careful study of the whole question. I hope that to him and 
to his colleagues there may be left the widest latitude. I am thinking here of what the represen
tative of Roumania said. This Committee would no doubt clearly distinguish in any report 
which it made between what is comprised in the Treaties and that which is outside the TreatieA 
and to which the minority countries have already assented or which may require their assent 
before it can operate in the future. I _ho~ that th~ euquirr which is to be c~mducte~ will be 
of the widest possible character an~ will giVe to this Coun~il, !;'Dd through ~hi~ ~ounml to the 
world at large, the fullest informatiOn both as to our obhg~twns and t~ell' limtts, as to our 
procedure and its results in the past and as to any suggestiOns for the Improvement of that 
procedure which can be made for the future. 

That is all that I wish to say at the present time. On particular issues of one kind or 
another I would wish to reserve my opinion until the Committ~ has reporte~ so. tha_t I may 
have the benefit of the information that it will supply and of the JUdgment which It will make. 

M. PROCOPE. - I wish to make some very short and modest observations concerning 
this serious and important matter. 

The fact that the question of minorities in general, and in particular the procedur~ 
applicable to petitions based on the Treaties, has one~ more been ~rou~ht before the Coun~1l 
has been welcomed with great satisfaction not only m the countnes mterested, but alRo m 
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those which have no direct interest in the problem. This question a-ssuredly affects the 
League as a whole: it affects both. those :Members. of the Leagu_e who have undertaken 
engagpments towards minorities and those who, as m the case w1th my own country, have 
no obligations under this head. . 

In the admirable speech to which reference has been ma?e se~eral t1mes to-day, and by 
which the President of the last session, :M. Briand, closed the dlsc.usswns at Lugano, he referred 
to the rights of minorities as "sacred ", and recall.ed the dut1es of t.he League and of the 
Council in their respect. Those words have had a Wide echo throughout the world. 

The prott>ction of minorities and t~e corresponding duties which fall upon the Counc.il 
undoubtedly constitute one of the most 1mpm·tant aspe~t-s. of the work .of the League. Their 
duties arc based dil·ectly on one of the fundamental prm.cip~es underly1!lg the whole work of 
the League- th·tt is to ensure the maintenance of JUStiCe m the relatiOns between peoples. 
The quest.ion is, ~n tl;e other hand, very complex, an.d cannot be settled rigidly and according 
t.o formula. That which in certain circumstances llllght be regarded as a. great step forward 
may in ot.her circumstances give rise to an '!n~ortunat~ ~e.s';llt. The quest10!1 must, ~herefore, 
be studied while taking account of the existmg possibilities, of the practiCal reqrurements, 
and above all of the other fundamental principle of the League which is to contribute to the 

' ' . good understanding and co-operation between natwns. 
It is not my intention to begin a detailed study of this question at the moment. We .ha.ve 

listened to the admirable statements of the representatives of Germany and Great Br1tam. 
We have also before us the scheme proposed by M. Dandurand, and we have heard a number 
of very int.eresting observations and objections put forward by our Polish colleague. I think 
the Council has been a little frightened at the thought of entering upon a discussion on 
procedure. It has been said that the Treaties merely lay down certain principles, that we 
should not go beyond those principles, and. above all, that the result of our work must not be 
to extend the engagements already undertaken by the States. I fully understand this point 
of view. Once admitted, however, it must not prevent us from trying to set up the best 
possible procedure in existing circumstances. If principles have been laid down by the Treaties, 
if general lines for our guidance have been embodied in those Treaties, we must find a procedure 
capable of putting them into practice. otherwise the principles will rema-in a dead letter. 

The scheme of M. Dandurand has only been before us for a few days. It would certainly 
be rash to give any opinion on the new system suggested by the representative of Canada 
until it has been studied in greater detail. I think that our colleague has not put forward 
this sytem as a definite proposal, but rather as a basis of discussion. 

After having made these reservations, may I say that, in my view, this scheme contains 
~n certain respects great advantages and makes considerable progress possible 7 The scheme 
1s based on three fundamental principles. In the first place, greater publicity must be afforded. 
Secondly, the preparatory study of petitions must be reorganised. Finally, a rule must be 
adopted to the effect that any minority petitions must in the future be forwarded to the League 
through the Goyern~ent con~rned, whi~h. will thereby have the opportunity, if it so desires, 
to change the s1tuat10n of wh1ch the pet1t10ners complain, and so prevent the question from 
being brought before the organs of the League. . 

The proposal to ensure ~certain degree of publicity, so far as is practical and advisable, 
an<~; ~he proposal to reorgamse the present system for the preparatory study of minorities 
petitiOns, se~~ to me to deserve further study. I think that the third proposal - namely, 
that th~ p~t1t10ns should be forwarded to the Secretariat through the Government concerned 
-;-a prmCiple s~JggPsted some years ago by Poland- has advantages in certain respects. 
Nevertheless, this must not ~e la~d down_ as an exclusive rule. The representative of Canada 
has also taken account of th1s pom.t of VIew. H~ has mentioned in his revised proposal cases 
of extreme urge1_1cy and ~ases wh!ch can eonst1tnte an exception. In that case, however, 
";e. m.ust determm.e :Who IS to deCide whether a case is exceptional or of extreme urgency. 
'I his 1s a rather diff1cult point to settle. 

I think i~ is imp~ssible to reach a definite decision on those various schemes, suggestions 
and observat~ons durmg the p~esent d~cu~sion. I agree with the proposal that a Committee 
~~.thJ ~o~ncil dshould be .a~pom~d w~th mstructions to study the suggestions made during 

IS e a e an prepare, if 1t thmks f1t, a more detailed programme of action. 
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I would, however, mak~ one small observation. The proposal has been made that a 
Rapporteur should .be appomted. If, however, my memory is correct, the representative 
of Japan was appomted Rapporteur last autumn for all questions «'Oncl'rning minorities. 

Dr. STRESEMANN .. - May I make some remarks in regard to the observations made a 
moment ago "!>Y the repres~ntative of Great Britain, which were addressed to me personally f 

Sir .Austen Chambe~lam began b;r sa~ing that a discussion on minorities problems mi~:ht 
be of great value. I entrrely agree With him and, moreover, I think that the discussion which 
we have had to-day has already proved its value. 

Sir .Austen Chamberlain next referred to discussions in the Council which took place 
on this problem in 1925 and to the observations then made by M. de Mello-Franco and himself 
~t was those observations t~at I had i~ mind when I said in my speech this morning that; 
If I had been on the Counml at that tlllle, I should have had to state opposite views. 

I was glad to hear Sir .Austen Chamberlain say that the English text of his statement 
might have rise to misunderstanding, that he did not wish to maintain that the races and 
civilisations composing the minorities must be merged in those of the majority with which 
they have been incorporated, but that he had merely expressed the hope that, alt.hough 
the system of protection would be permanent, a day would come when it would be no longer 
necessary to apply that system because there would no longer be any grievances. He had 
indeed, merely wished to emphasise the fact that the greatest loyalty was necessary on the 
part of minorities towards their Governments. On this point we are in full agreement. I, too, 
expressed the same views in my own speech. 

I would make a second observation. Sir .Austen Chamberhlin in his speech stated that 
I expressed certain undesirable opinions in my speech this morning- opinions which might 
lead us away from the end we are trying to attain. I am sure that Sir Austen could not have 
made any such criticism of my speech had I been able to submit the exact text of it to him. 
May I recall, once more, what I said f 

I pointed out that it was wrong to allege that those who favour the rights of minoritit>s 
were at the head of a movement against the integrity of the State to which those minorities 
belonged and that they were provoking an irredentist agitation. I continued by saying that 
the condition of affairs established in our century was not eternal, but I added at once that : 

"These are considerations which have nothing to· do with the question of minorities 
to which our attention is now devoted. It is quite a mistake to say that, in supporting 
the rights and the educational liberties of minorities, use is being made of a weapon with 
which to break up States. The peace between nations will be all the more stable in 
proportion as the appeal of minorities threatened in their cultural life is less widely 

. reflected in the public opinion of the world. " 

I am, then, in substance, in agreement with what we have just heard Sir. Au~ten 
Chamberlain say. He expressed the hope that the moment would soon come when 1t would 
no longer be necessary to have recourse to the Council in so far as minorities are concerned. 
I am glad to note that we are in agreement at the end of this lit~le contro~ersy. }'urthl'r, 
I willingly agree with what has been said on the value of the discussiOn on which we are about 
to enter in regard to the question of minorities. 

Sir .Austen CHAMRERI.A.IN.- I am grateful to Dr. Stresemann for his explanations. 
I suppose there is no Empire which contains more minorities t.ha.n the British Empir_e, 

and indeed there are many parts of the British Empire where the Briton by race, and still 
more the Englishman, is in the minority. I have never thought tha~ you could merge a 
Scotsman and an Englishman, or an Englishman and a Scotsman, and I.t ~as never occl!l"r_ed 
to either a Scotsman or an Englishman that we cannot preserve our own distmct charactenstiC8 
and our own cultural qualifications without ceasing to be loyal members of the country and 
the Empire to which we both belong. . . . . 

All that I venture to insist is that the obligatiOns of the State to the mmonty are tbe 
counterpar~ of the obligations of the minority to the State. The two oblil;{ations are reciproca~; 
they cannot be considered apart, and those. who come to th~ Council for re~ress of th~rr 
grievances ought to come like the pleader in a Court of Law, With clean hands, if they desire . . , 
JUstice by this tribunal. 



-100-

M. RRi AND. _ Mr. President, you will understand that at the p~int which this discussion 
has reached; and in view of the very natural wish to reach a ~on_cluswn, at le.ast. so far as we 
are able to do this at the present moment, I. shall no~ be .s? mdiscreet as to_mfhct upon Y?U 
peerh embodying the doctrine on the questwn of mmorities. I merely wish to emphasiSe 

~ertain considerations, and I have all the mor_e right to do so as severalspea~ers who have taken 
part in this discussion have quoted words which I used, bot~ at the last sessi?n of th~ Assembly 
of the League of Nations and more recently a.t the last. ses~I?n ?f the Counc_I!. I Said.- and_ 1 
do not withdraw the expression- that the right of mmorities IS. a sacred nght. I still persist 
in thinking that this is so, and, now that we have ~eard th_e views of th~se. member~ of ~-he 
Council who have spoken, I do not think that there IS any difference of opm10~ o~~: th.Is _pomt. 

It may be useful to declare publicly- since reference has been made to JUStice It Is only 
natural that we should endeavour to do justice to ourselves- that_, as regards t~e pro~ect~on 
of minorities, the League of Nations has never at any momen~ tned to evade Its obhgatwn 
or, perhaps I should say, its sacred duty. The League of ~atw~s •. ho'!ever, .must ~e taken 
as it is and as it has been created. It is called upon to deal With diffiCulties whiCh are mherent 
_both i~ the nature of things and also in the peculiarities of its constitution, which is by no 
means a simple one. · 

The League of Nations, by its composition and its rules, is obliged to place above every 
other consideration a respect for national sovereignty. That is the principle which governs 
the League, though I do not propose to discuss it. Sometimes it is a good principle, because 
it affords a safeguard against certain improvised schemes which may be dangerous. 
Sometimes it is a hampering principle, because it makes it necessary to seek for compromises in an 
endeavour to reach peace and good understanding which must be unanimously secured. 
We are, however, face to face with the necessity of respecting this principle, and we must 
all bow to that necessity and never allow it to be ignored. As we are dealing with minorities 
it will suffice to read Article 12 of the Minorities Treaty with Poland and the corresponding 
articles of the other Treaties and to recall all the discussions to which those articles have given 
rise, in order to realise that the governing preoccupation in dealing with such matters has been 
to combine the protection of minorities with respect for the sovereignty of nations. This, 
therefore, is the problem before us. This is the real difficulty which runs counter to what 
I may call the ideal that we seek. 

We have listened to a most interesting debate between Dr. Stresemann and Sir Austen 
Chamberlain. Our German colleague described to us this morning in a very fine philosophical 
disquisition, of great interest and distinction, the full force of his great ideal. _ 

. This afternoon, in. another speech, Sir Austen Chamberlain, who has been associated 
With the League of Natwns somewhat longer than Dr. Stresemann, and who has on occasion 
encountered certain practical difficulties, tried to reconcile his own ideals with certain 
misgivings aroused by Dr. Stresemann's ideal. It is my belief that his controversy has led 
us slowly but surely to rea:lise the ~ad reality of our normal position which compels us to view 
matters not from the pomt of VIew of the absolute but from that unhappy condition of 
relativity to which we are condemned. 

In ~Paling with m!norities, I feel compelled to this question of relativity. I do not wish 
to consider whether mr~umstan~s are m~re or ~ess p_erman~nt, '!Vhether, indeed, they are 
eternal o~ of s~ort d~atwn. I th!nk that .m dealmg With. natwns It is not a bad thing to let 
them. bel!ev~ 10 the_Idea of etermty. It IS an excellent Idea; it enables them to acquire a 
c.ertam vitality_. It IS ~ guarantee of permanency and at the same time a stimulus to activity. 
Such eternal dispensat!o.ns after all adjust themselves in time, and other eternities may take 
t~e place of. the etermties of to-day. That, however, is not the business of the League of 
Natwns, whiCh has many other things to do . 

. ~ud~ring from his speech. of .t~is morni~g, Dr. Stresemann seems to have an excellent 
o~I~~on of men and of the. obJeCtivi~~ of theu minds, and I congratulate him sincerely on his 
behd. Though the practice of politiCs rather spoils the freshness of our belief in man and 
;~~kes up dro~ some .o~ our illusions at a fairly early stage, a statesman cannot be reproached 
~e~fi:uc,;:r~gsai':e~ettammg some of them_. l'llen, however, are men, and, even though they are 
retain~heir nature. ~~ i~ !~~~~~te~~~~rn:t~~~:~a~nd generous aspirations, t~ey neverth~l~ss 
superior to certain con tin en · It . · 

1 
. nand we ourselves are takmg up a positiOn 

. g Cies. IS no ess evident that we are inclined to consider the 
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question of ~no~ities in all its nobility, and that our minds turn towards solutions which 
ar~ purely_ obJective. If the problem depended solely on us, we should be certain of solving 
it m a satisfactory way. 

U:nfortunat~ly! independent~y of us lif~ goes on, and I shall cause no surprise when I say 
that, m the maJority of countries, there 1s a cert~in _nUI~ber of people- rat.her larj!e than 
sm~ll- ":ho. have what I should call a hateful mchnat10n towards politics. In order to 
satisfy th1s smgnlar but very common taste, they do not hesitate to look about them for 
anything which may serve t~eir_int':rests: In achieving political combinations, thl'y rertainly 
know. ho:W to aJ?ply an obJec~Ive mtelhge~ce of _the most active description. Wht>n they 
perceive m certam newly constituted countries which have absorbed various ethnim~l element~ 
signs of misg~ving, depression, rancour, or discontent, and when the idea occurs to them t~ 
use these f_eelings for the purpose ?f starting political ~tivities of interest to themselves, they 
do not hesitate to do so. ~hese thi~gs do ha~pen. It IS only necessary to read certain articles 
and pamphlets to be convmced of It. There IS only one step between this and quietly turning 
to your own use the taste for propaganda which is so common in political circles and a keen 
p~litician does not ~esi~a:te to tak~ it. He tak~s it with astonishing rapidity 'and at once· 
seizes upon these mmor1ties. He IS no doubt anunated by the most respectable sentiments, 
but, instead of asking these minorities to view the situation cahnly and to do their utmost 
to show that they are reasonable, he prefers to use words of bitterness which are liable to 
trouble or excite their minds. 

We are at present living in an environment of understanding and peace. Our lives depend 
entirely upon the existence and the permanence of that state of peace. In all the problems 
with which we are dealing we must endeavour to maintain peace, and that is not always an 
easy thing to do. We must, however, work to this end and I may say that we have succeeded; 
that is one of the achievements which make the League of Nations seem rather a miraculous 
institution. Nevertheless, the task must not be made too difficult for ns, and if the respectable 
sentiments of the minorities are used as a lever- to use the words of Dr. Stresemann, and 
of myself at the last Assembly- in order to shake the position of the Governments, disturb 
their authority and national strength ; if attempts are made, as they have been made, 
gradually to associate all these minorities in order to create general discontent and continual 
grievance ; and if these efforts meet with success, I do not think they will bring about an 
atmosphere of peace. What then will be the position ! We cannot help having some mi•givings 
on this matter, for it cannot be denied that certain efforts are being made in the direction 
I have indicated. There have been quite recently examples of them and it is our duty to 
speak frankly to the minorities in terms which they must be brought to understand. 

I have listened with the greatest interest to the little controversy which has taken place 
on the use of a certain word between Dr. Stresemann and Sir Austen Chamberlain. 'l"he 
question at issue was how the racial or other elements may tend to be merged or to disappear 
within the nation to which they belong or how, on the contrary, they may preserve th_eir 
identity. It is in no way to the interest of a country that any element of its population wh!ch 
has its own value and its own characteristics should disappear, and a great country whwh 
realises its own strength does not endeavour to bring about any such disappearance. It does 
not try to reduce its population to a uniform level. On the <;ontrB!"Y, the s~rength of a 
country consists in assimilating various elements of its populatiOn without lettrng them l_ose 

· their own characteristics and qualities. It is in this way that a country develops and acqUireS 
its full strength which enables it to expand. Those who only think of reducing a country 
to ?ne uniform pattern by suppressing the individual characteristics of each of ~he elements 
of 1ts population are doomed to many reverses. Before the war, many such m1stake~ were 
made. That was a period in which regard for minorities did not exactly nourish, and It may 
be said that if that regard has since developed, it is thanks to the League and to the fact th.at the 
~ague has done nothing to bring about its ~isappearan_ce. . T_he League must do noth!ng to 
hrnder that respect for minorities from developrng further smce It IS a noble and worthy sentiment. 

. That, however, is not the real problem. The ~~I problem is1 :While ensuring that the 
mmorities shall preserve their language, culture, religiOn and tradltiOns1 to keep them a.s a 
kind of small family within the larger family, not with the object of ~eakenmg the larger family, 
but with the object of harmonising all its c?ns~ituent elem_ents w1th those of th~ co~~try as 
a whole. The nrocess at which we should a1m IS not the disappearance of the mmontles but 
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a kind of assimilation which will incr~>ase the greatness. of the natio.n as a whole without in 
any way diminishing the importance of the smaller family. That IS how I understand the 
problem of minorities. . . . 

In order that this problem may always be presente? .and solved on these lines, 1t 1~ essenti~l 
not to create in these minorities what I may call th.e spmt of con~rove~sy an~ subversiOn. It Is 
essential that they should not be placed in oppo~itwn to the ';l~twn with which they !lre called 
upon to live, and it is in their own interest to av01dsuch opposition. Whencontr~ve.rsw~suchas 
those to which I have referred become too acute,_ whe~ t~ey become too ur1tatmg a~d 
exasperating when they give rise to unrest, the nation whiCh 1s affected by those controversies 
will in the I~st resort take measures to defend itself, and those measures are always rather 
drastic. I do not see how it can benefit minorities to be led into such dangerous paths. It is 
to their interest that difficulties should be settled directly between themselves and the State 
of which they are citizens. 

V\'ben I look at Europe, which has been profundly dist:urbed by the war, I find that in 
certain countries minorities have not only ended by settlmg down comfortably, but that 
they are even participating in the public life of t~ose countries, as a resul~ of ~o.ntinual cont~ct 
and closer relations between the different ethmcal elements. These mmor1t1es are formmg 
the habit of pleading their own causes ll;irectly in appro~riate terms with t~e Gov~rnments 
on which they depend, and they regard 1t as a great achievement when a dispute IS set~led 
without any intt>rmediary .. I consider that the Council of the League should also consider 
it a sign of success when it does not hear anything of the difficulties which may arise between 
a State and its minorities, for in such cases these difficulties are being settled as they arise. 
An agreement has somewhere been achieved and this procedure is quite in harmony with the 
rhythm and progress of the League of Nations. 

I will now venture to refer to another question. I have constantly heard comJllaints 
made against the unfortunate Committees of Three. The composition of those Committees 
is never the same, so that they can accept criticism without being overburdened by it, since 
their duties are transitory. I have myself been a member of those Committees, like every 
other member of the Council. I therefore accept my share of the criticisms which have been 
made. It is said that the Committees of Three have been deaf to all complaints from the 
minorities; that they have not considered their grievances, but have consigned their claims 
to the wastepaper-basket, and have never done any work. Is that the reputation which the 
Committees of Three ought to enjoy in the eyes of the public! Since we are speaking of 
justice, such a reputation does not do justice to the Committees. If that reputation had been 
deserved during the last ten years, there would have been a regular revolt of public opinion 
in the countries concerned. The fact that no such forcible protest has been made shows that, 
in reality, the Committees have, by working quietly and behind the scenes, solved a crowd 
of questions. But what greater fault can be found in any piece of work than that it is invisible Y 

I see, for example, that, during 1928 alone, the Committees of Three dealt with twenty
three petitions, which were judged to be receivable, coming from eight countries. These 
Co~~Ittees of Three. held forty-four me~ti~gs to examine these petitions, a fact which 
suffiCientlY. shows theu zeal for work and mdiCates that they do not deserve such ingratitude. 
The Committees have settled most of these questions in various ways, but in any case they 
have settled them. The fact that they have been engaged in this work shows that the question 
?f min?rities during the year 1928 w:as not.neglected. By all means let us try to do better by 
~prov~ng the. procedure. If that 1s possible, well and good. Care should be taken, however, 
m seekmg !~ rmprove the proced~ not to create a supernational jurisdiction before which 
gro~ps of c~tiZens, more ?r less exCit~d by the means which I have mentioned, come to plead 
their ~ase. mstead o~ gorng to the!! Governments. Such a position would not help the 
consolidatiOn of n~twns. If the claims of the minorities assume too great proportions, the 
work of the CounCil of the League, ~Iread;r excessive, will become impossible. , 

.I do. not ';!raw fr?m !h~se co~s1deratwns any negative conclusion. I merely say that, in 
dealingwithTthi.s questi?n, 1t Is obyi?Usly necessary to convey a very clear impression that the 
League of Natwns desires to fulfil I~s tas~ and to perform its duty. It must, however, be 
caref~l not to. a~oi,>t a proced~e wh~ch WI~ have the effect of creating centres of discontent 
and discord Withm Itself. O~e IS convmced, m reading Article 12 of the first Treaty of Minorities, 
that those who created the right of minorities found it extremely difficult to discover a suitable 
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mean.s of giving effect to that right.. There is the right itself, there is the use to be made of 
the nght, and, close at han~, there 1s the abuse of the right ; there is only one step bt>twt'l'n 
the use and th~ abuse .. EVIdently, th~se who drafted the article were inspired with a noble 
ideal, were anx10us, hav1!lg created ~at10ns, to ensu~ them .life a~d p~rma~ence; and, having 
conferred upon the~ natiOnal sovereignty, to do nothrng wh1eh m•ght 1mpau that sovereignty 
while, at the sa~e trme, they desir~d to J?rotect t~e ~inorities. The difficuJt.y of the qut-stio~ 
of procedure ar1ses. from these ~ons•derat10ns. I~ 18 rmpossible to do anything serious without 
agreement, and Without ensunng the co-operat10n of the countries concerned or in other 
words, those who are responsible for the minorities. It is essential for us to achiev~ such an 
understanding. I was very glad to hear the representatives of Poland and Roumania express 
a wish that the Council should clear its mind on the subject by means of a report as complete 
as possi~le, concerning the p1·esent situation. It has been suggested that a Rapp~rtcur should 
be appomted, and two members of the Council associated with him. That is a matter of small 
importance. We already have a Rapporteur with whom we are well acquainted and in whom 
we have every reason to place the utmost confidence- M. Adatci. I would sn•mest that 
M. Adatci, alone or with the assistance of other members of the Council associated~ith him 
for the purpose, should draw up a report which may enable us to adopt a satisfactory 
procedure. ~ C?rdially support his proposal, subject to the reservations which I have just made. 

· Clearly 1t IS dangerous for the League to continue to work behind the scenes, since it is 
suspected of not performing its duty. I think it would be useful to adopt some means of 
publicity, as, for example, the periodical issue to the public of a report on its work. All those 
precautions would, of course, be taken to which the representative of Great Britain allut>d in 
his speech. I also think that it would be a good thing, under conditions to be determined, for 
the Council to be informed of the situation. It would thus be possible for the Council to 
intervene, if it so desired and in accordance with its undoubted right, either acting as a whole 
or through any one of its Members. Care should be taken, however, to avoid anything which 
might create controversy between what we describe as minorities and the nations of which they 
form a part. Above all, nothing should be done which might be interpreted as a sort of 
encouragement to such tendencies which would have deplorable consequences for the League 
of Nations and for the minorities themselves. 

Such gentlemen, are the observations which I desired to make on this question. I apologise 
fm· having perhaps enlarged upon them rather more fully than I intended. 

M. DANDURAND. -I have no objection to the appointment of a committee to assist 
the representative of Japan in the investigation of the questions we have discussed to-day 
and of the proposal which I have made to the Council. Allow me to point out that that 
proposal may have seemed somewhat voluminous to those who do not know how the present 
procedure is applied. Let me say, however, that it is merely an attempt to consolidate all 
the methods used up to this moment, together with a few amendments. . 

The point which has struck me in regard to the manner in wh.ich the ~omm1tte~s. of 
Three work- I was and still am a member of one of those Committees -18 the str1kmg 
inadequacy of the information at our disposal. That information takes the form of a request
I must not use the word complaint, though it means exactly the same- and such ~ reque~t 
must necessarily contain some kind of complaint on the part of the persons who thmk theu 
rights have been infringed. This information, I repeat, comprises the petition as .well as the 
observations of the Government concerned, and that is absolutely all. Obvwusly, the 
Committee of Three can ask the Government for further information. I have been a member 

·of comlnittees which have done so, but what appears qn_ite extraordinru:y to outsiders, as well 
as to many representatives who have sat on these Committees of Three, IS that e:ven the person 
who believes that he possesses rights which have been infringed co_mpletely d1s~ppears. ~e 
has laid before the Council through the intermediary of the Secretanat, a complarnt or certam 
information and there the' matter ends. He never knows what has happened. . . 

The Committee of Three has before it nothing but two documents. I mamta1n that 
these obviously constitute an insufficient amount of_information. £!onsequently, I thought 
~hat there were grounds for improving the procedure m order t? obta.m rather more complete 
information, and to notify those who have made representations- whether they take the 
·form of information or complaints- in order that they may be made aware of what has happened, 
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and that they may at least be in a positio~ to kn_owthat.some kind of body, be it the Committee 
of Three or a larger committee, bas studied their questiOns. As at present they are not aware 
that this has been done, 1 have been pleased to observe t~at S?me of my colleagues have 
admitted that, as regards publicity, there are gaps to ~e !IIIed ~ the present system.. ~e 
are, therefore, more or Jess agreed on the necessity of notifymg briefly the persons submitting 
petitions of what has happened. 

In the resolution which 1 have proposed, I have said that ~he Commit~e might decide 
the cases and conditions in which publicity migh~ be granted .if no report IS _made .to the 
Council- for the affair becomes public if a report IS so made-. m ord~r to ma~e1t possible for 
that Committee to eliminate groundless complaints, or complamts which are m the nature of 
propaganda or which are tendentious and thus only to Jay before the world at l~rge_ those 
complaints which are well founded. For that reason, I chose the form of words whiCh IS now 
before you and which I read this morning. 

So far as the other point is concerned, which is of a certain. de~e of imp?rtance, ~nd 
by which it will be possible for the Committee of Three to obtam satisfactory informa~10~, 
I have not ignored the clauses of the Treaty. I am well a :ware that _we c~n on_Iy a_c~ Withm 
the narrow limits of the Treaty and of the procedure to whiCh countries With mmont1es have 
consented. I have not forgotten this fact. I sought the ~elp of s_ome Sta~s possessing 
Minorities Treaties and I have found elements of very great mterest m the Polish proposal. 

Poland has s~ggested that complaints should be forward~d through the Government 
concerned- that is to say, through the Government complamed of- before they reach 
the League of Nations, in order that that Government may have an opportunity of settling 
on the spot a number of questions. I considered that to be the proper procedure, and I have 
adopted it. As far as those complaints are concerned which are not settled on the spot and which 
therefore come before the Council, or the Committee of Three or a larger committee, I have 
tried to devise a scheme whereby they should be accompanied by sufficient information. 

In causing a national to address himself to his Government, the dignity of that Government 
will not be affected, because it will have tried to convince that national that he is in the wrong 
or because it will have agreed that he is in the right. In those circumstances, whether the 
national be convinced that he is wrong or whether he maintains his views and asks that his 
complaint be forwarded, the Council will be in possession of complete information. I think 
that in this I am following the principles laid down in the Polish proposal. The Committee 
of Three or a larger committee will then be able to obtain a reasonable amount of information, 
and most of us will not remain passive in regard to the decision to.be taken. 

I must confess that I have sometimes had occasion to note that the information available 
is not sufficient for us to turn to the person making the complaint and say : " The following 
reply has been received to your complaint, the facts are disputed; this particula.r legal argument 
has been put forward " .. In the above circumstances I have thought it best for us to ask the 
Government to talk the matter over with the national concerned, and from the results of that 
conversation we may be able to obtain further information. In any case we shall have the 
dossier of the case before us. · ' 

I ho1_1e, therefore, that1 if this committee be appointed, it. will be in a position to study 
the question whether there IS any ~~ans, either by following the method which I have proposed 
or by some ot~er method, of ob.tammg more complete information to be placed at the disposal 
of the. Committee of Three With the ~ssent ~f the countries possessing Minorities Treaties 
for I like~ hope that a~ those _countries desire, as do the other Members of the Council to 
throw full light on questwns of mterest to them. . ' 

M. ADATCI. -. My _strict duty as ~apporteur- if I really am the Rapporteur- would 
be to ~a"!V up Immediately- for thiS important discussion is now at an end - a draft 
resolution m such terms as would satisfy the whole Council. 

Gentlemen, I ~ust confess that some hours of reflection are necessary It is true that 
fro~ t~~ d~ ~"s:hJCh ~accepted the difficult rille of Rapporteur for this ques.tion of minorities 

~ ~· 8 ptemla er--;- I have closely studied everything which has been written, said, 
examme or conte~p ted m regard to this. part of the League's work A few days ago I 
sought an opportumty of conversing with the most competent persons· in this question. 
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This morning I entered the Council Chamber with a certain degree of apprehension 
I was frightened at the size of the task entrusted to me. Nevertheless at the end of thi~ 
~scussion I feel_gre_atly strengthened, for all our coll':a~es, w:hatever' may be the slight 
divergence of thell' VIews, have shown the greatest goodwill m seekmg to achieve a harmonious 
co-operation of the peoples. My courage has been redoubled and I ask you Mr. Presidl'nt 
to allow. me to study th~ question this eveni~g in order that, I, as Rapporu:ur, may be abl~ 
to submit a draft resolution at the next meetmg. The Council is to sit to-morrow morning 
and I h?pe t~at I s~all be in a posi~ion to provide a text which will give complete satisfactio~ 
and which will attam the great obJect of the League, whose sacred duties to minorities were 
defined at Lugano by the former President of the Council ; those minorities it should be 
remembered, exist side by side with majorities in the different countries. ' 

It is with this object in view that I ask the President to adjourn the examination of this 
question to a later meeting. 

The disc-ussion waa adjourned to 11 later meeting. 

MEETING HELD ON MARCH 7TH, 1929. 

M. ADATCI read the following draft resolution : 

"1. The Council instructs its Rapporteur to submit at the June session a report on 
the proposals of the representatives of Canada and Germany, taking into account the 
different points raised by various members of the Council during the discussion to which 
these proposals gave rise. 

" 2. The Council asks the representatives of Great Britain and Spain to co-operate 
with the Rapporteur in drawing up this report. 

" 3. The Rapporteur and his colleagues may receive any observations that the 
Governments of States which have accepted the provisions for the protection of minorities 
may desire to present. Any State Member of the League of Nations may also, if it so 
desires, submit observations. These various observations should reach the Secretary
General before April 15th, 1929. 

" The Committee of Three thus constituted may receive such information and consult 
such persons as it considers advisable for the execution of its work. · 

. · " 4. The report will be examined in the first place by the Council in Committee, 
which will meet for that purpose in sufficient time before the date of the next session 
of the Council. 

" 5. The Secretary-General will forward to the Governments of the States which 
have accepted the provisions for the protection of minorities and to the Governments 
of all the States Members of the League the present resolution, together, with the Minutes 
of the Council meetings held on March 6th, 1929. " 

The draft resolution waa adopted. 

"At the suggestion of the SECRETARY:GENERAL, the following para~aph was, during the 
~ubsequent private meeting of the Council, added to the above resolutwn : 

" The Council decides that any expenditure which may be involved by the ex~~tion 
of this resolution may be met from Item 3 of the budget for 1929 (Unforeseen expenditure 
subject to a special decision of the Council). " 
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EXTRACT FROM TilE MINUTES OF TilE FIFTY-FIFTH SESSION OF TilE COUNCIL
MEETING IIELD ON JUNE 13TH, 1929. 

The PRESIDENT read the following report and draft resolution : 1 

"By its resolution of llfarch 7th, 192~, 1 the Cou.ncil instructed ~ts Rapporte~ and th.e 
representatives of Great Britain and SpaiD to submit ~ report for Its June sessiOn. Th1s 
document was distributed to the Members of the Council on May 18th (document C.C.M.l).• 

" In the same resolution the Council decided to sit in Committee before the opening of 
its June session in order to make a first examination of the report. It met for that purpose 
on June 6th, 7th, 8th and 11th.' . . . . ~ . 

" As the outcome of its discussiOns, the Members of the Counml, s1ttmg m Committee, 
reached agreement on a number of provisions. These provisions ~re contained in ~~e following 
draft resolution, which the Rapporteur has the honour to submit for the Council s approval: 

" ' The Council : 
" ' (a) Decides to add to the provisions contained in its previous resolutions regarding 

the procedure for the examination of minorities petitions the following provisions : 

" ' 1. Receivability of Petitions. 

" ' When the Secretary-General declares a petition non-receivable, he wil 
inform the petitioner and, if necessary, will communicate to him the Council resolution 
of September 5th, 1923, laying down the conditions of receivability of minorities 
petitions. 

" '2. Composition of Minorities Committees. 

" 'The President of the Council may, in exceptional cases, invite four members 
of the Council to examine minorities petitions instead of two as laid down in the 
Council resolution of October 25th, 1920. 

"' 3. Frequency of the Meetings of.the Minorities Committees. 

" ' The Council considers that it would be desirable for Minorities Committees 
to t.ake into account the possibility of holding meetings in the intervals between 
sesswns of the Council, whenever they think it expedient for the examination of 
individual petitions. 

" ' 4. Communications concerning the Action taken on Petitions by the 
Minorities Committees. 

"' (i) When the members of a Minorities Committee have finished the 
examin.ation of a 9uestion, without asking that it be placed on the Council's agenda 
they wJil com.murucate. th~ result ?f their examination by· letter to the other Member 
of the Council for theu InformatiOn. The Secretary-General will keep the relevant 
documents at the disposal of the Members of the Council. 

" ' (ii) The Secretary-General will distribute once a year for the information 
of ~ll the Members of th~ Council, a document reproducing the letters addressed 
durmg the year, as described above, by the various Minorities Committees to the 
Members. of the Council. . 

1 Document C.277.192J.l. 
• See Of/irial Journal, Aprill929, page 541. 
• See p·•ge 156. 
• For th' Minute& of the Council sitting in Committee, 166 page 115. 
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" ' 5. Publication of the Result of the Examination of a Queatio11 by• .M inoriti~ 
Committee. 

:· ':rhe ~inorities Committees should consider carefully the possibility of 
publi~hm~, With the co~sent of ~he Government concerned, the result of the 
exammat10n of the questiOns submitted to them. The Council earnestly hopes that 
the <?:overnm~nts ~ill, wheneve~ poss!ble, give ~~eir consent to such publication. 
The mformat10n m1g~t ~e. publishe~ m ~he Off1mal Joumal and might consist of 
the letter from the Minor1t1es Comm1ttce mforming the other Members of the Council 
or any other text that Reemed expedient. ' 

"' 6. Regular .Annual Publications conceN~ing the Work of the League in connection 
_ with the Protection of Minorities. 

" 'The .s~cretary-General will publish annually in the Official Journal of the 
League stat1st1CS of: (1) the number of petitions received by the Secretariat during 
the ye~~ ; (2) the number of pe~itions declared to be non-receivable; (3) the numht•r 
of petitiOns decla~ed to be rece1vable and refe~d to Committees of Three; (4) the 
n~?er of Comffilttees and the number of mcetmgs held by them to consider these 
pet1t10ns; (5) the number of petitions whose examination by a Committee of 'l'hree 
has been finished in the course of the year. 

" ' (h) The present resolution will be communicated to the States which have 
accepted stipulations for the protection of minorities. 

" '. (r) The report prepared by the Japanese representative, as Rapporteur, with 
the assistance of the British and Spanish representatives (document C.C.M.1), including 
the annexes thereto, 1 together with the Minutes of the meetings of the Council sitting 
in Committee for the examination of this question and those of the present meeting 
of the Council, will be communicated to all the Members of the League and will, in 
accordance with practice, be· published.' " 

M. DANDURAND said that the Council would recall that the object of the Canadian 
proposal was to improve the procedure with regard to the following points: transmission 
of petitions and facilities to be given to the Committees of Three to obtain information which 
would enable them to take a decision ; greater publicity ; enlargement of the membership 
of the Committees of Three. Although the report did not retain the whole proposal, he was 
happy to note that the conclusions submitted by the Council, sitting in Committee, marked 
important progress and provided for most of the improvements urged by the representative 
of the Canadian Government, especially in regard to publicity and the increase in tbe 
membership of the Minorities Committees. 

He would refer the Council to the statements he had made in Committee and which 
we1·e contained in the Minutes of the proceedings. The Minutes had been submitted to the 
Council ; they accompanied the report of the Committee and explained its conclusions. Hi.s 
observations would be found recorded in them, together with his proposal that the Council 
should take a declaration by the terms of which the Commit~es of Th~e should always be 
allowed an opportunity of obtaining any information they Inlght requrre from. any so'!r~s 
that were available. This proposal bad led the Secretary-General to state that 1t was ~nthm 
the powers of the Committees of Three to collect information from any source Without 
restriction. 

Since the Council had on several occasions laid down that minorities had no legal 
personality and were not parties to a snit, but could only act as agents of infor~ation, ~he 
practice had become more and more frequent of eliminating them as sources of mformatwn 

1 Observations of the Governments of Austria, Bulgaria, China, Czec!'oslovak}a. Estonia, Garmany, 
Greece, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, ~oland, Rouma!'m•. the Kwgdom o~ the Serb•, 
Croats and Slovenes and Switzerland, and also the list of . commumcat10na from aasocmhona and 
organisations. 
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d · the examination of their petitions by the Committees of Three. Hi~ efforts had been 
d:~C.d against excluding this source of information. Henceforth th~ ~ounc~ could b_e assured 
that the minorities would not be eliminated as sources of additiOnal mformat10n. Any 
misunderstanding on that point had now been removed. . . 

l'he amendments submitted would, he thought, remove ~a~y feelings of 1!-PprehensJOn 
in rPgard to the fate of petitions and in regard to the commumcat10n to the parties concerned 
of the action taken by the Council. . 

Dr. STRESEMANN said that the essential part of the. r_eport w.hich the RappoTt_ell! h~d 
just submitted to the Council must be sought in the deciSions wh1ch ~he Connell,. s1ttmg m 
Committee had taken. These decisions constituted, as everyone recogmsed, a very Important 
improveme'nt in the procedure hitherto applied to m~no.rities quest!ons,. .. 

The fact that the Committees which made a prelimmary exammat10n of petitiOns were 
now required to communicate the result of their work to the va~ous Membe~s of t~e Council 
would greatly assist them in deciding whether or not they d~s1red to submit the Important 
questions to the Council. The desire expressed by the Connell that the result of therr work 
should be published as often as possible with the approval of the States .concerned '!ould 
largely contribute to setting the public mind at rest in view of the fact that, if the Committees 
followed this recommendation in every case, the petitioners would be informed of the fate 
of their petitions after the Committees had made a preliminary examination of them. 

The importance of the work done by the Council in this field, for which he was extremely 
grateful, would be still further increased by the fact that the Secretary-General would publish 
each year st.atistical data as to the work of the Council in dealing with petitions from 
minorities. Public opinion would thus be assured that every petition would be conscientiously 
examined. 

The fact that, owing to the intervention of the representative of Canada, it had been 
clearly laid down in the previous decisions that the Committees of Three would not be in any 
way restricted if they desired to obtain the information necessary for the elucidation of certain 
cases submitted to them, and that the Committees might in an appropriate form ask the 
petitioners for supplementary information, appeared to constitute considerable progress, 
thanks to the discussions in Committee . 

. l<'inally, the fact that the President of the Council might in special cases ask four of his 
~lleagues to participate in the preliminary examination of petitions, and that the Committees, 
m o.rder to accelerate the procedure, might, if necessary, meet in the interval between the 
sesswns of the Council, constituted a step in advance along the road which would lead to 
effective action on the part of the League . 

. He ~d not in any way minimise the material and psychological effects of this procedure, 
wh1ch, Without any doubt, was an improvement. He was glad to be able to regard this improve
ment as P!ogress o~ the lines suggested to the Council by the representative of Canada. 

~e ~d no~ thm.k that he could ignore the appeal which had been addressed to him not 
to brmg mto dJscuss1on once again the improvements which had been made in the procedure. 
He could n~~· however, abandon his point of view on a question of principle. 

In add1t10n to th_e thanb which the Council owed to the representative of Canada, it 
owed also~ debt of gra.t1tude to those members of the Council who, in conformity with the decision 
taken at 1~s last sessiOn, had endeavoured, by careful and conscientious work to lay before 
the ~ouncll the result of th~ir exami.nation. of the problem and the relevant a;guments. He 
~ns1dered that the expressiOn ?f th1s ~at1tu~e was a duty, although, for reasons explained 
m the German m~morandum, 1t was 1mposs1ble for him to approve the report drafted in 
London. He ~pecmlly regretted that a suggestion contained in the German memorandum 
had not met With the approval o~ the Council, sitting in Committee. That suggestion referred 
to the fact that the repr':BentatJves ~f the States from which the petitions originated were 
excluded from the prehmmary exammation of those petitions. 
Ge~r. St~eseman.n had .announced his intention of again explaining at that meeting the 
to St 8:! p~nt ~f Vle;v-h Smce the report before the Council provided for the communication 
from ath! p:~ic~~!ro sta~ Leb~e ~nt~ thM~ublication, not only ~f documents and .meJ?O!an~a 
Committee h ul e~, 11

• 0 e ~tes. of t~e proceedings of the Council, s1ttmg m 
• e co d confme himself to remmding h1s colleagues of the arguments submitted 
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in the G_erman mt;mo~andum in support of his suggestions. He would venture to add to the 
arguments embodied Ill t~at memorandum a consideration to which he attached the highest 
importance. The suggestu~n framed by the G.erman G.overnment was in conformity with the 
sp~rit of ~he League of Natwns. The work o~ the Council :would always be doomed to failure 
if 1ts actwn were based upon the mutual m1strust of natwns and States and if its Members 
did not mutually recognise their desire and duty to be impartial. ' 

He would abstain from going further into this matter, as the report explicitly providtJd 
that the Minutes of the discussions of the Co_uncil! ~tting in Committee, would be published, 
so that all Members ?f the League and public opmwn would have an opportunity of noting 
the ar!l'llme~ts used m s_upport of the memoranda and the explanations given during the 
discussu~ns m the ~omm1ttee. For that reas~m, h~ also abstained from refuting the wrong 
assumJ?tiOn attachmg to the. Ge~~an sugg.estlons, m regard t~ the creation of a permanent 
Committee for the study of mmont1es questiOns. He would confme himself in this connection 
to referring to the declarations made on this question by the representativ~ of Germanv during 
the discussions in Committee. · 

- While recognising the improvements embodied in the report, he felt bound to state 
that he maintained his attitude intact on the question of principle as laid down in the German 
memorandum and in the declarations made before the Council sitting in Committee. 

He would venture to remind the Council that the suggestion contained in the German 
memorandum for the creation of a committee of enquiry had also been embodied in a 
resolution adopted by the International Association of League of Nations Unions some weeks 
ago in Madrid. This resolution originated from an organisation which had undertaken the 
work of spreading the ideas of the League in all countries of the world and which represented 
a movement which was the principal support of the idea of the League among the peoples. 

Everything in the world was subject to evolution. For that reason, Dr. Stresemann did 
not think that the decisions taken in this matter were final. It must be expected that the 
existing rules of a body like the Council might be supplemented by further improvements if, 
in practice, the application of the new system did not come up to expectation. l•'or that 
reason, every Member of the Council must reserve to itself entire freedom of action as regardtJd 
the further treatment of the suggestions which were now being put into force. 

The report submitted to the Council constituted, in its pratical conclusions, an endeavour 
to find a solution which would give the Council useful practical support. It would reveal to 
those who studied the documents annexed to the report the great problems hidden behind the 
practical work of the Council. An agreement of principle on the subject of the extension or 
limitation of the rights or obligations of the League of Nations had not been rea"hed. The 
decision of the Council to communicate all the documents to all the Members of the League 
of Nations would afford them an opportunity of examining the question whether in this 
matter it was not possible and necessary to reach agree~ent. The Powers not ~epresented 
on the Council, which had already shown their interest 10 the settlement of th1s problem, 
bad of course the right to assume what attitude they pleased towards the report.. .~a~h 
Member of the Council must also resern for itself the right to make use of all t~e ~oss1b1ht1~s 
embodied in the Covenant of the League of Nations with a view to the elumdatwn of th1s 
question. . 

·Dr. Stresemann adhered to the report as presented to the Council. 

M. TITUI"Esco said that before reading a short statement, he wished to point out that the 
remarks of the representati~e of Canada regarding an assurance "!'hich the Se~retary-Gener~l 
of the League had given the Council in Committee, should be mterpreted m the sense_m 
which that assurance had been given. The Secretary-General had referred to a. rule whwh 
already existed. It was therefore a question of maintaining the Btahu quo as defmed by the 
Seeretary-General and M. Briand in regard to this point. . . 

He desires also to say that the situation was much clear tba_n 1t m1ght appear .. What. was 
the question under discussion f Two proposals had been submitted to the <?ounml by t11o ?f 
its l\Iembers concerning the procedure applied to minoritil's. After discus~mg the matter 10 

detail in March the Council had instructed the customary Rapporteur on the questwn of 
minorities, M .. Adatci, and two other members of the Council, to study the proposals 11_1ade 
and to draw up a detailed statement on the question of minorities as a whole. That Committee 
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had bet'n composed of persons whose impartiality and authority .were unanimously rec,ognised. 
The ta~k entrusted to the Committee had b~en fully accomplished. A long report and a 
number of short conclusions had been submitted. . . . . . . 

Of what, however, did that report consist, so far as Its historiCal P~·rt, Its prmmples and its 
motives were concerned ' It was a photograph .not merely. of what existeC!- to-da,v but of w~at 
had existed for ten years, by virtue of a constant rnte~·pretatwn of th~ Treati~s, an mterp~eta~I!ln 
~riven unanimously by the Council, in agreement With the States signator~cs of the Mrn~ri~Ies 
Treaties, whenever the need arose. It was a ~tate"!e~t of .reasons showrn~ why the exi~tmg 
procedure should not be changed except on certam defrn1te pomts to be found m the conclusiOns.
The Council was called upon to vote on all the changes proposed. It was not called upon to 
vote on what already existed. . 

The changes which had unanimously been 9:dopted were those to be foun~ m the 
conclusions of the London report. Other changes, which had not been accepted unammously, 
and which in fact had obtained only a small number of votes, had not been adopted. 

M Titulesco ~oted as a member of the Council and as the representative of a State which 
had si~ed a Minorities Treaty. He voted under reservation of his declarations made to the 
Council, sitting in Committee, of which the Council had taken n~te. It w~uld be rem~mb~r~d 
that 111. Titulesco also expressed the opinion of other States which had signed the Mmorities 
Treaties. 

In saying that he considered the conclusions indissolubly .linked with the report, he ~eant 
that they were indissolubly linked to the present system which the report merely confirmed, 
and which could not be changed except in conformity with the resolution of March 6th, 1929, 
which the Council, at his request, as had been but natural, had stated was in force. 

M. ZALESKI said that the draft resolution submitted by the Rapporteur as a result of 
discussions which had . taken place in the Council Committee contained certain provisions 
which should be added to the provisions contained in the previous resolutions of the Council 
concerning the procedure for examining minorities petitions. The previous resolutions were 
still fully in force. 

He accepted the draft resolution as a member of the Council and as representative of a 
!State which had signed a Minorities Treaty, but approved it with the reservation included 
in the declaration which he had made to the Council, sitting in Committee, to the effect that 
the practical conclusions concerning the procedure embodied in the London report, and which 
formed the object of the resolution, were indissolubly linked with the principles of law in regard 
to the protection of minorities set out in the same report. 

111. BRIAND said that he would be ill-advised if, contrary to his colleagues who had already 
spoken, he were to ignore the solutions which had finally been proposed to the Council. In the 
ve.ry i~n.Port.an~ di~cussion. which h.ad taken place in the Council on this difficult question of 
!l'mortties durmg !t.s ~r~vious s~Ssi.on, he had. taken the precaution of indicating that in the 
mter~st.s of the rnmor~t1es certam Imp~rtant l"!Provements might, in his opinion, be sought. 
In ~hiS he had found himself regretfully m opposition to the theoretical doctrine of the represen-
tative of Germany. . . 

· Three of his colleagues, in whose good faith the Council in most difficult moments had 
always plac!'d complete c.on.fidence which was thoroughly d~served, had been asked to kake 
a report based on the ~xiStmg .facts and on the discussions at which they had been present. 
He referred ~o the Actmg Preside':'t, lii. Adatci, the representative of Spain, M. Quinones de 
Lelm, ~n~ .Sir Aus~n Chamberlam, whose long service with the Council had won the 
appr~cm~~on ~f ,a!! Its mem~ers. His colleagues ~ad met in London and, during long days 
of discussion,, mspired by a high sense of duty to whwh all the Members of the Council including 
those who did n?t agree with the principles of the report had paid tribute had made a 
thorou~h and !!'mute study of this formidable problem 'and they had fi~ally submitted 
conclusiOns whic~ effected improvement in the present p~sition. 
h hAJ }h~ meetmgs ?f the Committee which had preceded the present session of the Council, 

e a . u Y and entirely approved the report. He had heard some of his colleagues make 
~ese~v~t~o~s ~n dque~thions of principles, and Dr. Strcsemann had again expressed views which 

e a e en e Wit much eloquence and conscientiousness and which no one dream!'d of 
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asking him to abandon. The ~trength of the League of Nations lay in the fact that it diu not 
require a~y of Its representativ~s ~o renou~ce his convictions nor did it hamper his freedom 
in defending them. The only li~I~ t? th_eu freedom was their anxiety to act together and 
assis~ those ~fforts t~wa~ds concihatw~ m .order. that, within the limits of the unanimity 
reqUired by 1ts constitutwn, the. Council nught fmally achieve practical results. Any other 
method would shake the foundat!ons of the League. M. Briand considered these results more 
important than any other questwn, even the most important with which the League might 
have to deal. 

~nee ag:ain the Co~cil had obta.ined a valuable and important result in dealing with a 
questiOn which, when 1t was placed on the agenda, had- he would confess- caused him 
considerable anxiety. It was a very delicate question, perhaps the most delicate which could 
be submitted to the League. The Cotmcil had to reconcile a sacred right as embodied in certain 
treaties- namely, the right of minorities, with an obligation which was fundamental to the 
institution of the League, the ma.intenance of the principle of the soverl'ignty of the States 
of which it was composed. 

Men's sympathy instinctively went out towards the weak, and it was a more pleasant 
duty to defend the weak, even if they asked for too much, than to restrain them. 1'be fact 
however, that the majorities were the stronger parties was no reason to deny the part they 
might and should play. He wondered whether, in so far as the Council desired to see the 
minorities merged in the nations of which they formed a part, it would not serve the best 
interests of those minorities to protect them from certain exaggerated ideas. Those i•leas 
were not only against their immediate interests, but they brought the minorities into opposition 
with the Governments, which after all they had to obey, and might thereby render their 
position worse. 

The Council had to take these considerations into account, as well as the fact that it could 
do nothing without the assent of the countries concerned and nothing without securing 
unanimity among its members. 

He would insist on this point for the enlightenment of public opinion. The League took 
a good deal of pride in maintaining intimate and frequent contact with the public. Nothing 
could be done without winning public assent. It had perhaps been frequently ignored in the 
past, and that was perhaps the reason why there had been so much bloodshed in history. 
The moment had come, however, when the nations desired to know what was being done, 
and the Council, in particular, should make a point of informing them. There was no doubt 
that, if in various countries the impression were given that, in order to avoid dealing with 
difficnltics, the Council was shutting its eyes to the important interests of the minorities, the 
League would to a large extent fmfeit the confidence of the nations in its efficacy. 

He would repeat what he had said in March last- that never at any time had the League, 
since its creation, neglected this duty. It had considered that this was one of its most sacred 
obligations. It had often discussed the matter ; it had adopted resolutions ; it had established 
its procedtue, and that procedure had worked. Personally, he was unaware of any caRe in 
which a minority or a member of a minority, appealing in all confidence to the League, had 
had that appeal systematically set aside because, for example, it had placed the Council in 
an awkward position. All the petitions that were receivable had been received and carefully 
examined. 

M. Dandurand had been convinced- and this conviction was entirely to his credit
of the necessity for the Committees of Three to collect all necessary information. Every 
means of obtaining valuable information- in the strict sense of the word - were, however, 
already used, and he was unaware of any case in which this procedure had been barre~ ~y a 
non possumus. In the past, therefore- and this was to the. honour of the League of ~at~o.ns 
and of the Council- everything possible had been done to grve the members of the mmorihes 
legitimate satisfaction. 

His colleaaues however realised- and Dr. Stresemann was the first to do so- that 
in these matte;s though the;e were men who, like himself, saw things objectively and in ~he 
light of their c~nscience and who desired to accomplish a duty towards _people dese~_mg 
of justice, there were, surrounding these deserving elements, other elements wh~ch ~~de poh~Icnl 

·capital out of the situation. They did not perhaps greatly c~ ~~ether mmonties. received 
the justice due to them, but saw in the gl"ievances of the mmorities a factor of discontent 
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and uneasiness which might easily be exploited ; they did not fail to exploit t~em a~d actually 
encouraged the establishment of associa~ions for unrest. What was the mtentw~ of these 

f Did they wish to remedy the gnevances of an unfortunate sufferer whose rights were 
~:!~~=df That was not their purpo~e: Their o~jec~ was to prepare the ground for~ political 
a 'tation in the service of certain pohtwal combmati?ns. The mem.bers of th_e _Counml present, 
r!st of whom had held office, knew to what exten.t, m external policy, c~nditions of d?mestic 
policy might distort or trouble their public actwns ; they would realise that outside the 
Governments there were also agents of propaganda whose words could create a deep 
impression on the public mind. . . . 

In such circumstances, what might result if such manreuv.re~ were permitted and such 
discontent arose that in certain countries government became ~ICultf What would then be 
the situation of the Councilt What attitude would the Council have t.o a.ssume when the 
echo of these discords reached its meetings, and by what means could 1t fmd one of those 
solutions which it sought, because they led to conciliation f What a shock the League would . 
receive if such a contingency arose. . . . 

·It was because, as representative of France, he sy~pa~hised. w1th the gnev~nce~ .of 
minorities when they were legitimate, that he was also anxious m the mterests of the mmoritles 
themselve~ that no shock due to those grievances should injure the prestige of the League. 
He was ac~ordingly compelled to leave the domain of the absolute and ~eek relativ~ solutions 
which might reconcile justice to the m.inorities ~ith the l~e of the League. F_'or, if the fa~ 
of the minorities concerned the Council and their complamts found an echo m the Council, 
it was because the League of Nations existed. That in itself was a novelty and represented 
real progress. He did not wish this progress to be compromised by embarking upon dangerous 
experiments. 

Dr. Stresemann had said that he was not abandoning hope. Dr. Stresemann was right. 
In an affair of conscience like the present, so long as hope endured, it must be cultivated. 
He well knew, however, the foresight of Dr. Stresemann, who had, since his country had 
been a Member of the League, given too many proofs of his spirit of conciliation- he had 
just given one such proof in the present case- to put his hand to anything which might 
trouble an institution that he honoured with his presence and in which he had, in loyal 
co-operation with his colleagues, obtained so many happy results for the various countries 
which formed part of the League. 

The Council had reached a point at which it would draw a conclusion from its work. 
He had just heard the statements of certain members which proved that the result proposed 
was a satisfactory compromise. Perhaps it did not give entire satisfaction to all States 
represented upon the Council and, on both sides, it had given rise to a number of observations 
or reservations. In the somewhat precarious situation in which its constitution had placed 
the Council, these obsevations might be described as the crutches upon which the Council 
leaned in order to walk straight. After long discussions, which had been continued from 
one Council session to another, a piece of conscientious work, to which all members would pay 
tribute, had been accomplished by three of their colleagues. They had laid before the Council 
conclusions forced upon them by the texts of the Treaties and the facts. He was sure that, 
had Dr. s.trt;semann bel?nged to that Committee, he would, with his sense of reality, have 
reaC'hed similar conclusiOns. He had, moreover, admitted that they were satisfactory. 
l\1. Dandurand had done the same. 

~hose members of the Council who represented countries that had signed minorities 
tre~ties, and who had to take care that their powers of government, as far as their respective 
nat.10ns w~re concerned, were.not deeply affected, had adhered to the conclusions of the report, 
W~Ile takmg natural precautiOns for the future. All those statements would be found in the 
.Mmutes of the Council, sitting in Committee. One thing was evident however- the resolution 
proposed would mean a step forward. It satisfied at least those' minorities which had no 
arnrre-pensee. It woul~ ~e to the honour of the League and its Council that it had achieved 
progrl'ss and solved a diffiCulty of this kind without in any way imperilling its constitution. 

Consequently, on behalf of France, he adhered to the conclusions proposed as he had 
adhered to the report prepared by the Committee of Three. He thought the~ excellent. 

~i~ ~eorge GRAHAME thou~ht it would have been highly regrettable if the long and 
conscwnhous work of the Committee of Three, previous to the l\Iadrid session of the Council, 
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as well as the attention devot~~ to the various points of view put forward at the recent meetings, 
should not have come .to fruition. In m~tters of so complicated and delicate a nature, which 
aroused. on th~ one s1de keen expectations, an.d on the other grave apprehensions, it was 
almost 1mposs1ble to put forward pr~p?sals wh1ch were quite satisfactory to all parties. 

The world was a world of relat1v1ty, and a relative improvement was not one to be 
despi'!lld. He could not ~u.t bel.ieve that the proposals now before the Council would in 
practice prove to be a distmct rmprovement of the existing procedure. It was perfectly 
comprehensible that ~hose members of the Council, who would have preferred other solutions 
if they had been a~tama~le, 4!hould have expla~ed th.eir point of view at the present meeting. 
He understood the1r desue to make clear, at th1s sess1on of the Council their attitude towards 
the m.ore g~neral issues inherent in the question of minorities ; but it was indeed gratifying 
that, m domg so, they should not have refused to accept the practical proposals which were 
embodied in the resolution. 

Moreo'!er, there was, he submitted, apart from the feelings of the members with regard 
to the particular ca~e, another and more general reason for satisfaction at the result obtained. 
Perhaps the most rmportant, and certainly the most delicate question which the Council 
had on its agenda for the present session was that of the regime of minoritil's. It was not 

·too much to say that public opinion in Europe had been following the matter with close 
interest. It would have been deplorable if the talents gathered round the Council table had 
been unable, by the exercise of reasonableness and conciliation, to arrive at a solution, and if 
they had been obliged to confess to what would have been in effect a failure- at any rate 
temporary- with regard to a matter in which the League of Nations had undertaken so 
weighty a responsibility. He felt sure that no one would have more deeply regretted such a 
failure than the friends of the League in the great country of Spain, who had been showing 

·more and more their interest in its progress and welfare, and who had clearly demonstrated, 
by their splendid hospitality, that the visit of the Council to their capital was an event of no 
mean significance to them. 

He was happy to think that, instead of a failure, the Council would be able to present 
a tangible and accepted solution. Every success, when such difficult problems were under 
discussion - even a relative success - meant that one more stone had been added to the noble 
edifice which the League ofNatio!}S was slowly but surely erecting as a shelter and sanctuary 
for peace·loving humanity. 

M. P&ocop:E paid a tribute to the important work which the President, as Rapporteur 
on the question of minorities, had accomplished. Thanks to his spirit of conciliation and hie 
desire to achieve tangible results, the Council was considering an improvement in that 
procedure. This result was contained in the report before it, which had been read at the 
beginning of the discussion. 

He had put forward certain considerations to the Council, sitting in Committee, and 
had expressed certain views on the question no wunder examination. He would recall these 
considerations in accepting the report submitted to the Council. . 

Dr. STRE8EMANN wished to add a few observations regarding the statement made by 
the representative of France. · M. Briand- and he entirely agreed with him- had said that 
this question was a very delicate one. It was perhaps precise~y for t~at reason that the use 
of certain expressions gave rise to a number of misunderstandmgs which were apt to last for 
some years. . . . . 
· At the last session of the Council, the present questwn had gtven r1se to an important 
discussion. At that time Sir Austen Chamberlain had said that certain p~ssages of the 
Minutes in which he had ~sed the word " merge " had been misinterpreted. ~~r A.u~ten had 
pointed out that he had never wished to imply, in using this term, that mmor1tles must 
culturally be merged into the population composing the majority. 

M. Briand in his speech had also made use of an expression which, if separated fro~ the 
context, might give the same impression. Distinction must be made ~ere .between two thmg:s. 
He quite agreed with M. Briand that any action on the part of ~ m1~0r1ty must be taken lD 
accordance with law and in a spirit of loyalty to the State to wh1ch 1t belonged: . There w.as, 
however, another aspect to be considered. He thought that he would not be m1smterpretmg 
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the observations of M. Briand if he maintained that they did not mean that minorities must 
also abandon their special characteristics of race, lan~uage .and cultw:e. There were States, 
some large and powerful some small and happy, wh1ch .w1thout havmg the same language 
or the same culture we~ entirely united in the same feelings of loyalty towards the common 
State to which they belonged. He thought M. Briand would a~ee if he m.aintained that 
the sentence to which he had referred did not mean that M. Br1and had Wished to state 
that minorities should merge themselves in the population of the majority from the point of 
view of culture, language and race. . . . . . -

Dr. Stresemann wished to add one word. Durmg the discussion wh1ch had taken place 
-as M. Briand had pointed out- the question of preserving the sovereignty of States had 
arisen. This sovereignty was one of the pillars of peace and good understanding. He could 
assure M. Briand that no one could agree with him on that point more entirely than the 
representative of Germany. · 

The PRESIDENT, as Rapporteur, said he had listened with the greatest attention and 
interest to the statements made and the explanations given by most of the members of the 
Council. · 

He thought, however, that it was not necessary at that late hour to prolong the discussion, 
for the considerations which he might put forward already expressed in a precise and detailed 
manner in the London report of the Committee of Three, of which he had the honour to be 
one of the members, as well as in the report which he had submitted to the Council at the 
present meeting. · 

It was scarcely necessary to recall that the draft resolution which he had had the honoUI' 
to submit was the result of a very close examination of the problem, inspired by the most 
liberal spirit of conciliation. It was also the result of very long attempts to achieve conciliation. 

The draft resolution should therefore be unanimously adopted by the Council according 
to the rules of procedure. Once adopted, the new provisions would enter into force at once. 

The Council unanimously adopted the draft resolution. 
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MINUTES OF THE 1\IEETL'iGS OF THE COUNCIL SITTL\G IS COlllllTTEE TO EXAliiXE 
. THE REPORT TO THE COUNCIL PREPARED BY THE REPRESE.\TATI\"E OF JAPA.'l 

(RAPPORTEUR) WITH THE COLLABORATION OF THE REPRESE.\TATIVES OF 
. THE BRITISH EliPIRE Al\D SPAIN (COlllllTTEE L\STITUTED BY TilE COt:XCIL 

RESOLUTION OF 1\IARCH 7th, 1929). 

FIRST MEETING. 

Held at Madrid on Thursday, JuM 6th, 1929, at 11.30 a.m. 

President : M. ScuLOJA (Italy). 

Present : All the representatives of the Members of the Council, and the Secretary-General. 

1. Opening of the Session. 

The ~RESIDENT felt sure tha:t he was interpret~g the fee~gs of ~is colleagues in thanking 
the Sparush Government, on their behalf and on his own, for Its cordial and splendid welcome. 
He asked M. Quiiiones de Le6n to tender the warmest thanks of the Council to His Majesty 
and to the Spanish Government. 

M. QUI~ONES DE LE6N said that his country was profoundly grateful to the members 
of the Council for the honour paid to her by their acceptance of the invitation. 

2. Absenee of Sir Austen Chamberlain. 

Sir George GJUHAME read the following telegram which he had received from Sir Austen 
Chamberlain: 

·" I deeply regret that it is impossible for me to attend the present session of the 
Council to complete the particular tasks with which it had charged me and to bid a 
personal farewell to my colleagues and friends. I desire to thank them one and all for 

- the great kindness and consideration which they have shown me. I shall cherish the 
memory of the friendships which I have formed and shall always regard it as a high 
privilege to have been permitted to take a part in the Council's beneficent work. I shall 
follow its development with unceasing sympathy and interest. 

" To the Secretary-General and his staff of all nations I express my lasting gratitude 
for their unfailing and invaluable help. " 

The PRESIDENT said that all who had taken part in the work of the Council had appreciated 
the great capacity and distinguished qualities shown by Sir Austen Chamberlain. The Council 
could not but feel a certain sadness on learning that Sir Austen would no longer take part in 
its work. It was not for the Council to express any opinion or feeling regarding the causes 
to which the absence of Sir Austen Chamberlain was due. This could not prevent it, however, 
from expressing its most cordial appreciation of its former colleague. Everyone felt t~at 
something would in future be lacking, for Sir. Austen was a man whose balanced mmd 
guaranteed the justice of our decisions. The word "decisi~n~" was not too str?ng, for when 
members were hesitating as to what course to take, the opnnon expressed by Sar Austen had 
always been of a decisive nature. · . 

. The President thought that the Council should reply by ~~egram to the message whach 
Sir George Grahame had just read. No one was better qualified to draft the text of the 
message than M. Briand. 
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111 Ar' tide BRIAND said that the President had perfect~y expressed the feelings o_f all 
• IS ted with that great gentleman and friend of the League of NatiOns, 

t~ose who ~~d c~-~f:f:. All who had collaborated with Sir Au.sten ~ad l~arned _to appreciate 
S1r A!-lsten am. e nd had felt entirely secure in workmg With him. Sir Austen had 
the fmebness off his n~ntgurefn'eand of the League of Nat ions and had never lost sight of the objects 
always een a ar-see1 . t' b h t d s· A t 'IVhicb it had in view. During discussions which had some 1me_s ecome ea: e , Ir us en 
had always displayed the quality of calmness and a balanced JUdgment which had been of 
· 1 1 bl 1 e H1·8 loyalty bad never faltered, and the League had always been able 
mea cu a e va u · · · t 1 'th t b t 'th to t ·t The President had truly said t.hat It was no on Y WI regre , u WI a 
fee:~nofuiad~!s~ and even grief, that the members of the Council h_ad learned ~~at Sir Austen 
would no longer co-operate with them. The President was admirably qualified to express 
these feelings in the telegram. . 

The PRESIDENT thanked M. Briand for his observations, "!"hich would help him in preparing 
the telegram which would be sent to Sir Austen Chamberlam. 

3. Protection of l\linorities : Examination of the Report of the Committee of Three set up under , 
, the Resolution adopted by the Council on !\larch 7th, 1929. 

The PRESIDENT asked M. Adatci, Rapporteur, to read the report of the Committee of 
Three on the protection of minorities. · 

111. ADATCI reminded the Council that in March last it had asked the representatives of the 
British Empire and Spain to assist the Rapporteur for minorities questions. The Committee of 
Three had met at Geneva. The political situation in England had subsequently prevented Sir 
Austen from coming to the Continent and the Committee had next met in London, where it 
had worked with Sir Austen Chamberlain for a week. Sir Austen, at the request of his 
colleagues, had agreed to direct the difficult and delicate work of the Committee and had 
always found time to participate personally in its discussions. Everyone knew that Sir 
Austen had the highest conception of his duties as a statesman and a deep sense of the respon
sibiJit.y which lay upon the League of Nations to the lead world towards the maintenance of 
peace. Thanks to his active and cordial collaboration, the Committee had been able to 
achieve a result which was now to be considered by the members of the Council. · 

He would take this opportunity of expressing to Sir Austen Chamberlain his deep gratitude 
and admiration. He would go so far as to say that, without the constant intervention of Sir 
Austen, the Committee would not have been able to achieve the result which it had obtained. 
He wished also warmly to thank that eminent lawyer, Sir Cecil Hurst, who from the beginning 
to the end of the work of the Committee in London had been good enough to give valuable 
assistance to Sir Austen Chamberlain. His other collaborator, M. Quinones de Le6n, had 
devoted to the task his best thought and care, greatly assisted by M. de Ia Huerta and M. Botella. 
The Committee of Three had, moreover, found in the Secretary-General a most competent 
and conscientious assistant and one who had a long experience of questions affecting the 
League. The Committee had, not only in its meetings but outside, benefited from the 
collab?ration of the S~cre~a:ry-Gen~ral and sev:eral members of the Secretariat, more especially 
the Duecter of the Minorities SectiOn, M. Aguure de Career, and his assistant, M. de Azcarate. 

The Commit~ee, after nu~erous and sometil_nes difficult meetings, had unanimously 
adopted the solutiOn now subnutted to the Counc1l. In the report of the Committee every 
ph~ase had been carefu_lly weighed by all its members ; and, not content with the examination 
'll'hiCh they had made m London, they-: had, on returning home again, studied the text of the 
report and_had found themse!ve~ to be Il! complete agreement. The members of the Committee 
were convm~d that. the prmCiples which they had embodied in the report were good and. 
that the solutiOns which they suggested were practical. The members of the Committee would, 
of course, b~ at the entire disposal of their colleagues and would be glad of their observations 
and suggestiOns. 

The report of the Committee of Three was read (document C.C.M.l). 
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· M. ADATCI, during the reading .of the report, in agreement with M. QtTI!IONES DE LE6N 
and M. PRocoP:E, suggested some slight amendments of form in Chapter IV of the first part 
of the report. . 

. M. PR.ocoPE aske_d ":hether it. would be possible for the members of the Council to be 
informed of commumcatwns received from the associations and organisations mentioned 
in Annex II of the report. 

The SECRETARY-GENERAL replied that these communications were at the disposal of the 
members of the Council. . 

SECOND MEETING. 

Hdd at Madrid on Friday, June 7th, 1929, at 11 a.m. 

Pruident : M. Scr.u.oJA. (Italy). 

Present : All the representatives of the Members of the Council, and the Secretary-General. 

4. Protection of llinorities : Examination of the Report of the Committee of Three st>t up under 
the Resolution adopted by the Council on 1\lareh 7th, 1929 (continuation). 

M. DANDURAND said that his position was somewhat different from that of other members 
of the Council. He had only received the report of the Committee of Three on his arrival at 
Madrid and had not yet had time adequately to study its proposals and its annexes. He was not 
able to give the views of the Canadian Government at the moment. He thought, therefore, 
that the members should be allowed time to consult their Governments. The report was 
of very great importance, and it was only when the members had been able to devoteconHiderable 
time to its study that they would be in a position to take a final decision. 

The report gave the history of the minorities question from the beginning of the League. 
At the end of the report, the Rapporteurs had expressed their views in the form of certain 
considerations and opinions which they had laid before the Committee of the Council for a 
decision. The views of the Rapporteurs appeared to incline towards a change in the existing 
procedure. They had been careful to lay their full opinion before the Council Comi?ittee, 
but had left it quite free to endorse or change that opinion. It would therefore be unJust to 
the Committee of Three if the Council Committee took too hasty a decision on this very important 
matter. 

He would remind his colleagues that the procedure with regard to minoritil's had ~een 
amended more than once during the history of the League. The problem h_ad no~ been ra~sed 
anew,- and on this occasion every possible effort must be made to obtam a ~mal solutwn. 
If the decision to be taken were taken in haste, the whole problem would anse once more 
and the work would have to be redone. Such a procedure would be unworthy of the :wisdom 
of the Council. ·He would remind his colleagues of the English saying that " a matter IS ne':er 
settled until it is settled right". It was sufficient merely to read the !ep~rt and 1ts 
conclusions to realise how complex and difficult was the problem, for 1t mvolved an 
interpretation of the Treaties and of the Covenant. . 

He would therefore suggest that, without suspendi~g the discussio_n, the Comnu~tee 
should not reach any conclusion at the present stage. If h1s collea_gue~ desued to take a fm~l 
decision immediately he would do his best to make known h1s v1ews and tho_se of h1s 
Government, but it ;ould be almost impossible. for him at th~ f~e~ent stage to fmd those 
expressions and phrases which, while not arousmff the suscept~bihties of anyone, shou_ld at 
the same time express his real meaning. He desued to exanune the whole pro~lem m an 
entirely impartial spirit, and it was for that reason that he proposed that the Committee should 
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not take any final decision at the moment, but should adjourn the ma~ter until the sessio~ of 
the Council in September. This w?uld allow the Governments tune for a very senous 
study of the important report submitted. 

Dr. voN ScHUBERT desired in the first place sincerely to thank .the ~apporteur and his 
two colleagues for the work they had done. He would paY: a spec~al tnbute to. the three 
distinguished members of the Council for having devoted their expenence and their valuable 
time to the drafting of the report. He was convi?ced tha~ their work would much facilitate 
the accomplishment of the Committee's task, for It went drr_ectly to the heart of the problem. 
. In view of the fact that the object of the present ~eetmg was to enable m~mb':rs of the 
Council to explain the attitude of their Goverlllnell:ts .m. rega~d ~o the es~ent1al VIews and 
conclusions set forth in the report, he wished to explam mits m~mhnes the VIew of the. Ger~an 
Government. He desired to speak quite frankly, for he considered that a frank d1scusswn 
was indispensable if the Committee desire~ !O ac~ieve a~ement and. a useful result. He did 
not need to add that a divergence of opmwn did not I?- .a~y way rmply that the German 
Government's appreciation of the great sense of responsibility shown by the authors of the 
report was in the least diminished .. 

He felt bound to state frankly that the report had much surprised t~e German Gover':lffient 
In view of the opinions which some members had expressed at ~he sesswn of th~ CounCil_ held 
in March 1929, the German Government could not have hoped, It was ~rue, that Its own Views, 
set out in the observations which it had made, would be accepted Without change from the 
outset. The fact, however, that the German views had been given so little weight in this 
first report laid before the Council Committee had been a great disappointment. 

Dr. von Schubert was under the impression, in reading the report, that all the arguments 
upon which it was based were of a negative kind, while positive views were rarely expressed. 
He would draw the attention of the Committee to certain concrete points which were of 
essential importance. 

The historical survey in the report, which dealt with the origin and object of the Minorities 
Treaties and with the origin of the Covenant of the League, as well as with the activity shown 
by the League hitherto in the matter of minorities, might lead the reader to think that, as 
far as such questions were concerned, the task entrusted to the League was not in close relation 
to its general mission, but that the problem was rather in the nature of a special and technical 
question which had come haphazard within the sphere of the League's activities. He did not 
think that the history of the problem could justify such a view. 

His Government was not aware of the reasons why the authors of the Covenant had not 
inserted special provisions concerning the protection of minorities. It was enough, however, 
to view the problem as created by the Treaties of 1919 and the subsequent Treaties and 
~e.c~ations to understan~ that it was impossible to neglect it without at the same time 
lDJurmg the general task mvolved upon the League of Nations . .He could never admit, for 
reasons of principle, that recourse could be had, in order to define the exact nature of the 
Minorities Treaties, to private sources, making it impossible for Governments which had not 
taken part in the negotiations in question to appreciate their importance. 

He would also observe that the report, perhaps through an error of drafting, did not 
reproduce a part of _the. text of _an important official document quoted by his Government, 
altho_ugh the quotatiOn m question appeared useful in order to define the scope of minorities 
treaties. 

He considered that, taking as a basis the Minorities Treaties themselves the official 
~ocumen~s con~ected W:ith the~ and. the decisions which the League of Natio~s had taken 
~ acce~tmg this task, It was Impossible to reach the conclusions to be found in the report 
m the. frrst part of t~e ge~eral ~onsiderations. What did the report say f In comparing the 
old with the new reg~me! It ~efmed the object of the new system to be as follows : the new 
sys~m h~~ b~n set up, first, m order to avoid abuses arising from the protection of the interests 
?f mmont1es m favour of special political interests, whatever these might be • and secondly, 
m order to as$ur.e the loyal~y of minorities towards their State. He was fa~ fro:O denying 
that these _Pnnciples were Important elements in the present minorities regime. It was 
eq~ally obVIOIJS, however, that t~e proble~ was not exhausted by stating these two principles, 
which were only one aspect of It and which related rather to undesirable contingencies. 
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All this part of t~e report in no sen~ referred t? the positive principle whk'h was beyond 
any doubt the question how ~he protectiOn of the nghts granted to minorities by the treaties 
could be rendered; more effe~t1ve than had hitherto. been t_he case. ~hen this positive obje(1t 
was put on one side, when ~t was only referred to m pasSing, when It was not positively and 
directly ~tated that t_he ObJect of the new form of guarantee was to safeguard and protect 
as effec~1vely as possible t~e permane';lt and elementary rights of large fractions of various 
pop~at10ns, when no ment10.n of all thiS was made, it was obvious that the picture presented 
was maccurate. It was pr~clS~l:r beca1:1se the danger of a false interpretation of the character 
and nature of the new mmont1es reg~me had already appeared during previous discussions 
that the German G!lvernment, in the first part of its observations had attached great 
importance to throwmg complete light on the subject. ' 

~n close conn~otion with the_se con~derations was another essential point of the rt>port. 
Dr. Stresemann, m the declaratiOn which he had made in March as well as the German 
Government in its bservations, had attached great importance to th~ point that the guarantee 
of the League should not be confined to dealing with concrete cases of infractions of the 
minorities regime, but that the guarantee should have a general and a wider nature. This 
fundamental idea was also to be seen in the observations submitted by other Governments. 

It would appear, however, that the Rapporteurs had taken a different view. The report 
stated that the rights and duties of the Council, as derived from the guarantee, were confined 
to settling special and concrete cases brought before the Council in virtue of Article 12, 
paragraph 2, by a State Member, and that the organisation of a general guarantee within the , 
meaning of the German observations would go beyond the limit established by the treaties 
in force. He found no concrete argument in the report to convince him of the accuracy of 
his view. 

This was in his opinion, a decisive question. He would not, for the moment, refer to 
the subjec't of technical organisation but to the principle at stake. So far as this was concerned, 
he thought it quite inadmissible to maintain that the League of Nations would have fulfilled 
its whole duty in respect of minorities if the Council were to deal only with special complaints. 
What proof was there that the guarantee of the League of Nations, solemnly and unrestrictedly 
defined in the first paragraph of Article 12, was merely the procedure provided for in paragraph 2 
of that article to deal with concrete cases of special complaints! He found no argumc>nt, 
either legal or political, to support such a view, but he had no need to repeat in detail what 
Dr. Stresemann and the German Government had said in this connection, He would merely 
draw attention to the following point. . 

According to the Treaties, it was indisputable that the procedure contemplated m 
paragraph 2 of Article 12 could only be put into operation on the initiati.ve of a State ~!ember 
of the Council. The new system, as the report constantly stated, aimed at rescumg the 
protection of minorities from the play of the national interests of the States concerned and . 
entrusting it to international authority in its highest form. These two principles were m1:1tually 

. compatible as long as an excessive importance was not given to one or the other. If It were 
otherwise, there was a danger that any positive effect of the system would disappear. lie 
thought that the Rapporteurs would run a considerable risk of that danger if they went so 
far as to say, as was stated in the report: 1 " It is ~he~fore for the in~ividual ~tatc>s l't~em~rs 
of the Council to watch the execution of the Treaties • If the Council moved m that directiOn 
it was obvious that nothing would be left of the guarantee assumed by the League. 

A further point should not be forgotten. It ~as scar~ly.~robable that under the ~resen_t 
system a State Member of the Council would bnng a mmont1es problem before the Counml 
'!Inless a complaint had previously been made by the !'"inority: How: could ~ Government; 
if no such complaint were made, procure the n_eces.sary informa~10n entrrely b;r Its own eff?rts 
In such circumstances, the case in which a mmonty, ~or certam reasons, hes1tat~d to peti~ion 
the Council would be entirely neglected. It was p~eCisel~ at the mo~ent when It was desrred 
to avoid any suspicion of interference by a State m the mternal affalr8 of another State that 
one should refrain from pointing out to Members of the Council, conscious of their dl:ltY towa~dll 
·minorities, a method which would lead them, in practice, to procure the necessary mformation 
for themselves. 

1 See page 162. 
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In submitting its suggestions, the German Government had never had_ in v:iew decisi?ns 
or institutions which would transform the guarantee of the League of Na:tiOns mto any kind 
of an executive power which would intervene in the country con~rned ; m other words, the 
German Government had never intended to propose measures which would have to be taken 
in the territory of a State against the desire of th~ Gove~nment o! that. State .. It was perh~ps 
the term" supervision", which was a littlemisleadi_ng, whiCh had given rise to m~wnderstan~mg 
What the German Government had in view, and this ~as to ~e seen clearly from Its obse~vat10ns 
was that it was necessary to take measures to make It possib.le for t~e. League to keep In touch 
with the development of the whole minorities problem, to be m a positiOn to observe and follow 
that problem closely and thus be able to assure itself of the fate of the _minoriti~s. It was 
only by this means that the guarantee of the Leagu_e would become a reality, a~d It was only 
by this means that concrete cases brought befor~ It could be properly appremate_d .. It was 
perfectly possible to attain this object without g_omg beyond th_e sc?pe of the treaties m force 
and without unduly interfering with the sovereignty of the mmority States. It was merely 
a question of the internal organisation of the Leag~e. . . 

A further characteristic of the report was that It was not always logicalm the contrary 
view which it set forth. It described correctly and in detail,' the activities of the Minorities 
Section of the Secretariat in collecting information, and it proved the necessity for these activities 
in the following words : 

" In view of the nature of the Minorities Department's duties, its means of obtaining 
information must be as extensive and comprehensive as possible, not only as regards 
the actual situation of the various minorities, but in general as regards political, social, 
economic and cultural developments in the different countries which have given 
undertakings to protect minorities. Indeed, minority problems cannot properly be 
understood if they are considered apart from the political life of each country as a whole. 
Moreover, there are special juridical, social, economic and other aspects of these questions 
which become intelligible only when regarded as part of the public life of the nation." 

He could quite agree with this view, but he did not properly understand what reasons 
of principle made it impossible to obtain this wide and generalinformationinanotherway
for example, by means of a special organ of the League, as far as that might appear desirable 
for practical reasons. He thought that the observations of his Government had shown that 
such practical reasons did, in fact, exist. He would, in this connection, draw the attention 
of th_e Committee to what the report said 1 regarding the important part played by the Minorities 
SectiOn of the Secretariat in the procedure of the Committees of Three. It might be wondered 
whether this was compatible with the constitutional basis of the League of Nations. He in no 
way desired to criticise the Minorities Section, whose work everybody appreciated. His remark 
concerned the omissions in the present procedure. · 

He ~o~:~Id not again describe in any detail in what way and by means of what organisation 
th~se O!JllSSions could be rectified. Since the report rejected the German suggestions concerning 
this pomt, for legal and not for technical and practical reasons, the legal question must first 
o! a!l be se~tled, and for that reason he had drawn the attention of the Committee to the contra
dictiOn which seemed to exist in the report. 

He hof!ed the Council Com!Jlittee would permit him to make a short observation on the 
same ques!Ion. That o?servatiOn would perhaps contribute to clear up the position. . He 
wo~:~ld remmd the Council Committee of another task of the League of Nations which did not 
denv~ from the Covenant, but which had been specially entrusted to it in a t~aty. He was 
referr_mg to the guarantee of th~ League of Nations for the constitution of the Free City of 
Da!JZig. In that case !he Council had expressed a very interesting view regarding the duties 
Which devolved upon It as the result of such a general guarantee. He would quote only a 
fiewh_phrases of the report on the draft Constitution of Danzig presented at the time by Viscount 
s u and adopted by the Council : 

1 See pag. • 170 and 171. 
1 See pagr 178. 
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. "The C~m~titution .does not lay dow:n that the League of Nations should have the 
nght to obtain information as to the workmg of the Government of Danzig. N evt>rtht>lt>ss 
it would. seem that the protection to be given by the League of Nations to the }'ree City 
~f ~anz1g, and the guarantee of the Constitution of this town by the League, make it 
mdispensable that the .League ~hould be enabled to obtain, if necessary, from the Danzig 
Government accurate mformat10n on the public affairs of this town. 

" The League ~f N at~ons by .AJ:ti~le 103 of the Treaty of Versailles, parngraph 2, 
shall have at. J?anz.Ig a H1.gh Commi~s10ne~ whose duties shall inl'tude that of giving a 
summary deCisiOn m all disputes which might arise between Poland and the Free ('it,y 
o~ the subje.ct .of the ~aid Tre.aty or s~ppl~mentary arrangements and agreements. The 
High CommisSioner will certamly receive mformation with regard to the matters which 
will be submitted to him in accordance with this provision. 

" But thia does f~?l ~ppear ~ be Bufficient: II ia nece&&ary thai the Leagu~ of N aliona 
&hould be able to obta'n snformahon, not only 1n the caae of disputea between Danzig and 
Poland, but al&o when the dutie& and righta ariBing from the protection and guara11tee of 
the League might come into quution." 

The analogy between this question of Danzig and the problem with which the Council 
Committee was at present dealing was apparent. 

Finally, as regarded the part of the report dealing with the procedure to be applied to 
minorities petitions, he was glad to note that the Rapporteurs had also recommended that 
the Committees of Three should in each case communicate to the other members of the Council 
the results of their work. That suggestion was in conformity with the proposal submitted 
by his Government and by other Governments. He regretted to add that, on other points, 
the proposals made in the report regarding the procedure applicable to petitions did not go 
so far as the proposals which his Government and other Governments considered to be necessary 
and useful. He would reserve the right to return to this matter during the later discussion 
on questions of detail, such as the enlargement of the Committees of 1.'hree and the relations 
between those Committees and the petitioners. 

He would, however, deal at once with a point which had not only a practical significance 
but which was, above all, of importance in principle. He was referring to the maintenance 

•of the decision of the Council taken in 1925 excluding certain of its members from the Committees 
of Three. There, again, Dr. Stresemann and the German observations clearly expressed 
the views of his country, and he did not think that the observations of the report on this point 
were of a nature to weaken the thesis which had been put forward. He still regarded it as inadmis
sible not to have confidence in the loyal and objective collaboration in the work of the Commit
tees of Three of any Government which was a member of the Council. llis country had not asked 
that the members of the Council at present included should in all cases be asked to participate 
in the discussion of the Committees of Three. It had merely asked that they should in principle 
be excluded, but that it should be left to the discretion of the President to constitute ~he 
Committee of Three without any discrimination in each special case in the manner which 
seemed most appropriate. . . 

He had reached the end of his observations, but he would like in conclusiOn to summanse 
his impressions. He cordially appreciated the serious efforts which had been made by the 
Rapporteur and his assistants towards the accomplishment of their ta~k. He feared,. bo"!ever, 
that very serious difficulties would be encountered in finding a satisfactory solutiOn if the 
Council remained within the limits of the report. 

M. BRI!ND reminded the Committee that this difficult and delicate problem had been 
placed before the Council largely as the result of the observations of the German ~overnment 
at a previous session. Up to that time, the Council had followed. a pro~edure 1~ regard to 
minorities which slightly amended from time to time, had made It possible for 1t. to carry 
on its work in a'n atmosphere of comparative peace. It would ha:ve been more simple, he 
thought, to have continued that procedure in view of the complexity .of. the probl~m. !he 
question had, however been raised and it must therefore be settled, for It mvolved diScussiOns 
regarding the interpretation of minorities treaties .. 
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At the last session of the Council, a discussion had taken P!ace. The ~erma'!- representative 
had put forward his views. Other members had expre~s~ a different pomt of VIew. ~· ~riand 
had confined himself to pointing out that the const1tutwn of the ~ea~e had, as an IDVI?Iabie 
principle, the guarantee of the sovereignty of. States. It was that prmCiple that was .do~unant. 
The day on which the Councillo~t sight ?f 1t and .endeavoured to set up an orgamsatwn th_e 
object of which was to pe'!-etrate mto th~ mter~allife of States, on that day would th_e Co~cil 
run the risk of encounterrng overwhel~g res1sta~c~. For ~hat reason, th~ task w1th which 
the Council had been entrusted was partiCularly difficult. Smce, however, 1t had undertaken 
that task the Council must pursue the matter to the end. 

He had listened to the observations of the representatives of Canada and Germany with 
the greatest interest. M. Dandurand had raised a pre~inary ques~ion w.hich should be 
settled at the outset. He had said that the representatives of countr1es which had not had 
sufficient time to read the report of the Com~ittee o~ ~hree should be give~ an opportunity 
of consulting their Governments before a'!-Y fmal deCis~on were tak!ln· ~h!-s amoun~d t~ a 
proposal for adjournment, and the Committee ~houl~ first ex;pr~ss 1~s opm~on on t.h!s pomt, 
for it was useless to have a complex and long d1scusswn of prmmple if the fmal decision were 
to be adjourned to a subsequent session on the grounds that some members were not in a 
position fully to make known the views of their Governments. 

Personally, he would like to pay a tribute to the work of the Committee of Three. That 
work did them great honour. ·The report had been drawn up in conformity with the instructions 
of the Council. 

He would next invite the Committee to decide whether its members should be asked to 
give their views immediately. If they could not do so, it would be far better not to begin a 
discussion which could not lead to any fundamental result. The difficulties of the Committee 
would be increased and a certain degree of uneasiness would be aroused in public opinion. 

M. TITULESCO was ready to begin the discussion of the report immediately. He suggested 
that the President should ask the members of the Committee to state whether or not they 
accepted the report and its conclusions. · 

M. DANDURAND said he had read the report as soon as he had received it and he had 
already given the reasons for which he could not express a final opinion at the present stage. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Committee was composed of members of the 
Council. From a legal point of view, any decision taken by the Committee had to be ratified 
by the Council which could, if necessary, reverse it. The decisions of the Council Committee 
could not therefore be regarded legally as final, though in actual fact it was improbable that 
the Council would reverse them, as the same members sat on both bodies. · 

M. ADATCI desired to explain the attitude of the Committee of Three. It had discussed 
the gr~ve prob~em of minorities ~o the fu~l.extent of its powers and it would earnestly ask th~ 
Counc~l _Commitf":ee to reach .a fmal decisiOn at this stage and submit that decision to the 
C~uncilit.self at Its forthc~~rng session. He understood that a procedure would not meet 
w~th any msu~erable oppos1_t~on on th~ part. of M. Dandurand. A proposal for an adjournment 
might theoret_ICally be JUstified, ~ut, m P?IDt of fact, the effect produced on public opinion 
must be considered. The Council must. g1ve evidence of its desire to reach a final solution. 
For that reason, the question should not be adjourned. · 

. M. DANDURA~D th?ught that his attitude had been slightly misunderstood. He was not 
a~kmg that the discussiOn should be postponed. He merely desired to say that he was not 
h1mself at present ready to express any final view upon the conclusions of the report. 

f M. B~IAN_D said t~at the Council itself was always prepared to adjourn the consideration 
o a questiOn if one of Its members was not prepared to express his views. 

h M. PaocoPE said th~t he was in the same position as M. Dandurand. He had only received 
t e rero~~ of the ComiDlttee of Three on his departure from Finland and had not been able to 
~~:!:~tfon~~~~;:~~~ent0 H1~ ~:s makibg no proposal for an adjournment, but merely drawing 
final sense without f~str~cutionsefmemther~ oGf the Council Committee discuss the report in any 

rom e1r overnments f 
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~· BRI.AND asked whether there was any formal proposal before the Committee to adjourn 
the di~cussion on the substance of ~he ~robl~m. ~f no such formal proposal were made the 

· Committee would presumably contmue Its diSCUSSlon. ' 

. The PRESID~NT t~ought the members of .the Council Committee might usefully continue 
the_u" personal discussiOns. An e_xchange of VIews would be extremely helpful. The attitude 
which the Governments would finally adopt would be determined at a later stage. 

M. Q~.itONES DE. LEoN pointed out that the members of the Council Committee s11t as 
representati~es .o~ the1r Governments and that their opinions had therefore more than merely 
a personal signifiCance. 

M. BRIAND said t~at, in ~is ~pinion, .the report of t.he Committee of Three was admirably 
drafted. The suggestions which It contamed armed at mtroducing appreciable improvemenh 
in the present procedure. On the other hand, it had been suggested that a Permanent 
Commi~tee sho~ld be appointed for the protection of minorities and as a guarantee for that 
protectiOn. Thl8 Committee would be enable to obtain the information which it needed by 
means of enquiries and investigations in matters affecting minorities under the proteot.ion of 
minorities treaties. The Council would have to choose between retaining the present system, 
with its inadequacies -amended in accordance with the suggestions of the Rapporteur
and the institution of some such permanent body. Should the Council decide to create such 
an organ, the problem would still be far from solved. Its difficulties would appear at precisely 
that moment, and all the effects of the present proposals would then begin to be apparent. 
The Council would have to give reality to the proposed Committee. It would be necessary to 
define its competence and to limit its duties and powers. That would be an extremely delicate 
task. The question of the sovereignty of the States concerned would immediately arise and 
special regard would have to be paid to the results upon the minorities themselves of the 
decisions which would be taken. 

A successful solution could only be found if all the parties concerned entered upon this 
work with a determination to assist in the maintenance of peace. In the original constitution 
of the League, as well as in the Treaties under which it had been entrusted with the duties of 
ensuring the protection of minorities, many points had, in the interest of peace, been left 
vague and indeterminate. A stricter definition of the powers and duties of the League in 
respect of these matters might provoke dangerous reactions and therefore be contrary to the 
spirit in which the Minorities Treaties were drawn up. He was sure that the Council would 
consider this problem with the utmost prudence, but a certain amount of political excitement 
was bound to be aroused and there was always the danger of creating unrest and of troubling 
the peace of the world instead of contribution to its maintenance. 

It had been felt necessary, on the creation or enlargement of certain nations, to provide 
for the protection of minorities and to afford them certain guarantees. It had, at the same 
time, been realised that it was essential for these minorities, while retaining their distinctive 
characteristics, and their traditions, to merge themselves in the nations to which they w~re 
assigned and that they should not appear as elements of separatism a~d ~eyolt. Anythmg 
which might provoke continuous aaitation and excitement among the mmont1es was not only 
politically imprudent in itself but clearly against the spirit of th~ t~eatie~ .. Anr satisfactory 
solution of the minorities problem must take account of the two :pr~nClpal d1f!Icult1es -n!lmely, 
the necessity of respecting national sovereignty and of avOiding creatmg unrest m the 
minorities. . 

The Committee of Three had endeavoured to find a solution with these consideratw'?s 
in mind. It had endeavoured to find a formula which would improve the present procedure_ m 
certain respects such as the assurance of publicity in minorities questions and t~e collectwn 
of information 'without unduly disturbing existing conditions. The conclusw~s of the 
Committee were therefore, of necessity, relative rath~~ than a~sol~te. He was convm~~ !h.at 
the Council would be ahle to reach a unanimous deCisiOn, takmg mto acco~~t the possibilities 
of improvement, which were limited, and the impossibilities, which were defmite and numerous. 

The PRESIDENT enquired whether the .m~mbers. of t~e Council were prepared to accept 
the report of the Committee of Three as a basis of discusswn. 
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Sir George GRAHAl!E said his position was somewhat d_ifficu~t o~n~ to the fact that he 
was not sure whether there was at present a Governmen.t IJ!- office m his co~try. He had 
received imtructions to give his general support to the fmdmgs of the C~mmitt~e of T~r.ee. 
His position, however, would be difficult if he were called upon to take an Immediate decision 
on any new proposal. 

111. ADATCI said that he had listened with interest to the statemen~ of Dr .. von Schubert, 
who had discussed certain questions of principle. He thought tha~,. m the mtere~t of ~he 
Council it would be well to examine the whole problem from the political and practical pomt 
of view' rather than from the point of view of principle and law. 

M. ZALESKI was prepared to accept the bases o~ the rep~rt, it being understood that he 
would be able to present, during the later discussiOn, detailed amendments to the report . 
if he so desired. 

Dr. VON ScHUBERT said that, as he had indicated, he could not accept the report as a 
basis of discussion, since there were elements in it of which he did not approve. He would, 
however, of course, participate in any discussion of the report. 

M. ZUMETA agreed to accept the conclusions of the report as a basis of discussion. He was 
also ready to accept any amendments which might be made in them, provided that they in 
no way affected the sovereign rights of States. 

M. DE AGUERO y BETHANCOURT entirely associated himself with the observations of 
M. Zumeta. 

M. VILLEGAS said that, although his country was not directly interested in the question, 
ha was ready to examine it in that spirit of co-operation which was his guiding principle. 
He accepted the report as a basis of discussion in view of the fact that amendments could be 
introduced into it with a view to facilitating an agreement. 

M. PROCOPE also accepted the report as a basis for discussion. Not to do so would be to 
misunderstand the scope of the work of the Committee of Three. This did not, however, 
imply that the representative of Finland adopted in their entirety either the conclusions or 
the arguments contained in the report. It should be understood that it was possible either 
to make reservations regarding the conclusions of the report or else to amend it. 

M. DANDURAND said he was also prepared to accept the report as a basis of discussion. · 
He was not, ~owever, ready to accept its conclusions in their present form. He would like 
these ~oncluswns to be. more clear~y presented. There were certain suggestions of tbe 
~ommit.tee of Three whwh would, if adopted, modify the present procedure. It would be 
mterestmg to know exactl,Y ~ow far and in what.respects the proposals of the Committee of 
Three would affect the eXIstmg system. Would It perhaps be possible to draft a short note 
clearly setting out the amendments which_ were proposed ! 

M. 9UJ!'IONES DE LE6N said he thought it would be possible for the Committee of Three 
to submit such a note to the Council at its next meeting. . 

M. ADATCI agreed. 

M .. BRIAND supporte~ the sug-gestion of M. Dandurand. It would be of advantage if the 
conc~usions of the Committee of Three were set forth under separate heads. They could then 
beddiscussed ~eparately a~d the members of the Council Committee could express their views 
an reservatiOns concernmg them. 

C M:t'f:eTUJ.E~~o said_ he understood ~hat the note to be drafted on the conclusions of the 
c~::::::~ntaryw~~ th~otp m any

1 
wtaybmodify the report, the text of which would serve as a 

roposa s o e presented. 

M. ADATCI agreed. 
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The greal majority of the member1 of the Council Committee accept'd the r ort b · 
of disC1Usio11, on the understanding that their acc...,tan~ did not a'mplu 

11 
ep ~.a ""?' __ , . d 'th t . d' • . -r "' n approv ... of ats 

eo•W<UIJO!l8 a~ w' 011 preJU 'ce to tne athtude which. they would adopt "'lam the j' al d . .. 
of the Comm1ttee came to be taken. 111 cmnona 

l\1 .. ADATCI undertook, in coll~b~ration with l\1. Quinones de Leon, to draft a note on the 
concluSions of the report for subml8ston to the Council Committee at U.s next meeting. 

TffiRD MEETING. 

Held al Madrid em Saturday, Jvne 8th., 1929, at 11 a.m. 

President: M. Scu.LOJA (Italy). 

Present : All the representatives of the Members of tlie Council, and the Secretary• 
General. 

6. Protection of 1\linorities : Summary of the Conclusions of the Report of the Commltlee of 
Three. 1 

M . .ADATCI reminded the Committee that he had been invited, in collaboration with 
l\1. Quinones de Leon, on the previous day to summarise the conclusions embodied in the report 
of the Committee of Three. They had done this work to the best of their ability and hoped 
that the document distributed to the members of the Council would provide a useful basiN 
of discussion. As regarded the contents of this document, it was, of course, understood that, 
when the Committee did not put forward any new proposals, it was recommending the 
maintenance of the present position. 

The PRESIDENT, in reply to a question by l\1. Dandurand, said that the general discussion 
was closed. 

l\1. DANDURAND desired first of all to pay a tribute to the conscientious and excellent 
work of his colleagues on the Committee. I;le hesitated to make any criticism in view of the 
admirable effort which had been made to find a solution which might reconcile existing 
divergences of opinion. · 

While recognising the care which his colleagues had taken in drafting their report, it 
did not seem to him possible to accept without reserve ita t~nor and conclusions, since the 
report did not remedy the omissions in a procedure which it was the aim of the Canadian 
proposal to abolish altogether, or at least to attenuate. The Canadian Government had not 
changed its opinion in this matter. 

As, however, the Committee had not felt it desirable to adopt ~he Cana~i~n p~oposal, 
he would venture to submit for discussion another method of settling the difficulties and 
injustices of a procedure which he could not regard as bei!lg inviolate. . 

If the problem of minorities in all its fullness, had agam been brought before the Counml, 
aftel.' a period of slow and prud~nt evolution, it could not be laid to the account of Canada 
that the discussion had been limited to the study of a point of procedure. 

It was admitted in the report of the Committee ~hat the minorit!es were unaware of 
what happened to their petitions when they were dealt With by the Committee of Three. They 
were also unaware of the character of the observations made by the Governments concerned. 
The Canadian Government did not consider it just that neither the Committee nor the 

1 See Appendix 1, page 150. 
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Secretariat should be enabled to obtain from the minority supple~ent~y i.nformation 
u on following the observations of the Government concerned ... The mmority might supply 
uirormation, but it was immediately eliminated as a source of additiOnal or supple~entary date. 

He would ask his colleagues to suppose f.or a. ~oment t~at no procedure w1ls m exist~nce, 
and to base its position merely up~n the M.morities Tr~a~Ies. A me~ber of the Council ~n 
receiving a petition could immediately brmg the petitiOn before ~s colle3:gue~ o~ obtrun 
information from the Government concerned. If the ~overnmep.~ du~ not thmk It Its duty 
to reply to the request for information addressed to It, the P.etitiOn could, nevertheless, be 
brought before the Council. If the Governmen~ concerned replied, th:e member of the <:o!lllcil 
to whom the petition had be~n subm!tted, m1g~t commumcate ~his reply to t~e petitiO.ner 
or ask him for more complete InformatiOn:. In this there was nothmg which was mcompatible 
with the Treaties. Why should the Committee of. the Council be deprived o~ the .option to 
obtain information which might be enjoyed by a SIDgle member of the Council actmg on his 
own initiative f . . . 

The present procedure resulted in the linlitation of the option to obtam Information which 
,belonged to every member of the Council. None of the ~embers would wish to ignore the 
procedure established in respect of the action of the Comnuttee of Three or endeavour, for his 
own personal edification, to get into direct touch either with the Government concerned 
or with the petitioner. 

The Canadian Government considered that the Committee of the Council, acting instead 
and in place of a member of the Council, should not be restricted by a procedure, which was 
independent of the Treaties, in exercising an option, which every member of the Council 
possessed, to seek information by applying either to the Government concerned or to the 
petitioner supplying the information. 

As regards publicity, the representative of Canada could only approve the suggestions 
embodied in the report, and particularly the suggestion which consisted in rendering public 
the letter of the Committee of the Council drafted upon the conclusion of the work of each 
Committee and intended for the Members of the Council, on condition, however, that the 
Governments consented to the regular publication of this document if their assent were deemed 
to be necessary. 
. The Canadian proposal was to the effect that the Committee of Enquiry should be enlarged 
and petitions referred to a general Committee of the Council so that all its members might 
be equally well informed. 

It was suggested in the report that the number of the members of the Committee might 
be increased to five. M. Dandurand thought it would be of great advantage to distribute 
more equitably the responsibilities for decisions against which there was no appeal when they 
had once been taken in a negative sense. · 

The annexes of the report consisted of very elaborate memoranda from various Governments 
and interesting communications from certain associations and organisations. M. Dandurand 
had had no time to analyse these appropriately. 

· In conclusion, he. would merely as.k his colleagues to make a simple declaration to the 
effect that the ~?ommitt~s of Three m1.ght always, at their discretion, seek from any source 
whatsoever the mformat10n or data which they might require. 

Dr. VON SCHUBERT reminded the Committee that on the previous day he had declared 
that he could not personl;l~Y acc~pt the report as a basis of discussion. He had added that 
hf.' was prepared t.o p~rticipa~e m any discussion on the points at issue or upon points of 
proredure. The quf.'stion which the Committee of the Council had to discuss on the basis 
of the summary p~epared by the Committee of Three dealt exclusively with the problem of 
the proce~ure ~ppbrable to petitions. There was reason to hope that certain results might be 
ach.Ieve~ m t~1s matter. He felt bound, however, as a matter of good faith once a.gain to 
defme his attitude towards the problems as a whole, as raised by his Govermdent. 

~e must .ct?nfess t~at an agreement on these special and rather technical questions did 
~0~ ~n kthe ofm10.n of his Government, constitute a satisfactory result of the discussion which 
,a a_ en Pacem Marc~. It.seemed to him impossible that the present Committee of the 
f::;~~~h~~~!rc!':~o~t~e~I~c~ssiO~ bas lon

1
g ~s the points of principle which lay at the root of 

a no een e ucidated or settled in one sense or another. For that 
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reason, he _though_t it ~ssential that ';'ll the members of the Committee should have an opportunity 
of expressmg tbe_n- views on thes~ Important points. He agre4ld, however that the Committt"e 
shonld at once discuss the quest10ns of procedure. ' 

M: ADA.TCI read, article by article, the summary of the conclusions of the report of the 
Committee of Three. 

1. CONDITIONS FOB. THE ACCEPTANCE OF PETITIONS . 

.Adopted without obsertJations, 

2. POSSffiLE REVISION OF THE DECISION REGARDING ACCEPTANCE • 

.Adopted without obsert1ation11. 

3. CoMMUNICATION WITII THE PETITIONERS REGARDING ACCEPTANCE OR OTHERWISE. 

~· TITULEsco. said he would be disposed ~o. accept the proposals made subject to the 
followmg observations and on the express conditiOn that these proposals formed an intPgral 
part of the report as a whole, with all its principles and considerations. In saying this, be 
thought he was interpreting the views of the States which had signed minorities treaties and 

·'Which were not represented on the Council: 

1. As regards the communication to the petitioner of the fact that his petition was 
unacceptable, it was understood that the communication would go no further and would 
not involve any discussion with the minority, so that not the least impression might 
be given that the minority was regarded as a party to the case. His Government r~>garded 
the proposal of the Committee as a maxinmm proposal which should not in future be 
exceeded. 

2. Without challenging the utility of publication in a special case and on the 
understanding that the State concerned agreed, M. Titulesco thought that the contrary 
rule wonld be to the interests both of the minorities and of the States. Publication should 
therefore be regarded as an exceptional procedure. 

3. As regards the meetings of the Committee of Three between the sessions of 
the Council, he would emphasise, in view of the political importance of the minoritie& 
question, that it was essential that only the members of the Council in person should, 
in such cases, take part in these exceptional meetings. 

4. The number of members of the Committee of Three could not and must not be 
increased. 

5. Any modification in the present procedure required the assent of the State~ 
having obligations towards minorities. · 

6. As regards the publication of statistical data, it was understood ~hat this 
publication applied only to statistical data and no attempt would be made m future 
to go any further. In no case could these statistical data give rise to any discussion 
before the Assembly. 

In formulating the preceding observations, subject to which M. Titulesco did no~ oppose 
the proposals made, he was expressing his opinion as a member of the Council. . The 
observations had been made on the explicit assumption that the proposals before the ~omm~ttee 
formed an integral part of the report as a :whole, with all it~ principles and consJde.ratJOns. 
In conformity moreover with the resolutiOn of the Council dated March 6_th, 1929! any 
m?~c':'tion ~ the pres~nt procedure required the consent of the States which had signed 
mmorities treaties. 

M. Titulesco would also ask that the report as a whole, with its ~onclusions, .sh~uld be 
submitted to the Council at a public meeting and that it should be prmted and distnbuted. 
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The PRESIDENT suggested that M. Titulesco should formulate his amendments as each 
section of the summary was discussed. . 

M. TITULEsco said that he was merely asking .for the insertion .of his declaration in the 
Minutes. His acceptance of the report and conclusiOns of the Commtttee of Three was made 
subject to this declaration. 

The PRESIDENT said that the Committee w~uld not ~gain consider the general principle 
of the report, which had been approved at a previOus meetmg. · 

M. PROCOPE said he had understood that the report had been accepted as a basis of 
discussion, but had not been approved in substance. · 

M. BRIAND thought it was necessary to put the problem clearly. The Council Committee 
was dealing with a report the general considerations ~f which had been t~e subject of 
reservations on the part of several members of the Commtttee. Those reservatiOns had been 
placed on record, if their authors had so requested. The precise proposals on which the 
Committee was now to take a decision would not, however, be subject to reservations. Once· 
they had been adopted, it would be necessary to carry them into effect, and this would not be 
possible if they were subject to reservations. It would therefore be necessary to vote one 
way or the other. If agreement could not be reached, a return would have to be made purely 
and simply to the status quo. To sum up, the reservations were only valid as regarded the report 
as a whole ; in other words, they applied only to the general discussion. · 

He would ask, however, in reference to one of the points in the declaration of M. Titulescof 
whether the proposals of the Committee, once they were adopted by the Council, would still 
have to be submitted to a procedure of ratification by the Governments concerned before 
they came into force. • 

M. TITULESCO suggested that the proposals of the Committee of Three should be examined 
and that the question of reservations should be postponed to the end of the discussion. 

The PRESIDENT added that it would be necessary to obtain the acceptance of all the 
Members of the League if the proposed regulations contained any provisions affecting the 
Covenant. 

Section 3 of the summary was approved. 

4. COMMUNICATION WITH THE GOVERNMENT CONCERNED. 

Adopted without observations. 

5. COMMUNICATION OF PETITIONS TO THE MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL. 

Adopted without observations. 

6. COMMUNICATION TO THE MEMBERS OF THE LEAGUE AND PUBLICATION OF THE PETITION 
AND THE OBSERVATIONS, IF ANY, OF THE GOVERNJ\IENT CONCERNED. 

Adopted without observation~. 

7 · COlllPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEES OF THREE. 

. Dr. VON Sci_WBERT reminded the Committee that the representative of Germany had 
obJecte~ to certam Members of the Council being excluded from the Committees of Three. He 
propose as an amendment to suppress the part of the summary which had just been read. 

ll'ay ~ha~:R~:eE~~~t!;6;0~~i~~d out that this section of the summary did not in any 

The amendment proposed by Dr. von Schubert was rejected and Serlion 7 was adopted. 
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8. EXAMINATION 01' PETITIONS BY COMMITTEE!! OF THREJo:. 

· M. DANDuR;\ND recalled_ the ~roposal which he had made at the beginning of the meeting. 
That proposal dul not. constitute 1n any way an amendment to the prestmt rulrs but merely 
made them more precise. • 

'fhe PRESIDENT as.ked M. J?and~nd whether his amendment implied that a Commith>t> 
of Three could collect mformatwn drrectly and independently of the Govemmt>nt conc<•rnl'd. 

. M_. ~ANDJ:.lRAND s~id that he had already expressed ~is views. II~ had stated that, in 
h1s opm1o~, the Committees of Three already had_ the opbon to collect mformntion from any 
source which was deemed to be necessary. Dunng thl' examinntion whil'h it undertook a 
Ctftnmittee of 'fhree studied the complaint submitted to it and the obsl'rvations of thl' 
Government concerned. No limit had been assigned as to thl' method which it might adopt 
to obtain the supplementary information it might require. According to the Jll't•sent practit-e 
it might. either apply f_or ~h!s infor'!lation to the Govt:rnment concf!rnt>d or throuJ.(h th~ 
intermediary of the Minorities Sectwn of the Secretar111t. It seemed, however, thnt. the 
thesis embodied in the present document, according to which the author of the petition was 
not a party to the case, prevented the Committee of Three from applying to the int~n>st~d 
parti<'s- whoever they might be- in order to obtain supplementary information. 

That right, however, if the present procedure were for the mom~>nt put a•ide and if Uw 
Treaties alone were strictly applied, belonged to the members of the Counl'il intlividunlly. 
He a.sked that it should be recognised that any m~>mber of thl' Council had this J'ight when 
·.~itting on the Committee of 'fhree. lt was difficult to admit that the Committt•e of Thrl'e 
could apply to any source which it might deem necessary except the author of the petition 
,himself, in other words, to one of the principal parties concerned. .For thnt rt•nstm, he aHkPd 
the Council Committee to accept the dt>clnrat.ion he had mad!' at the beginning of thP meetinJ.(. 

'file SE<'RF.'rARY-GENERAL said that, under the existing system, the CommiltPe of Thrl'e 
might collect information from any source which it deemed to be n~>ces•ary. 

M. 'fiTUL~:~;co desired to know whetheJ' the formula }Jropohed by M. Dandurund implif•d 
that the Committee of Three had a right to enter into correspondt•nce with a minority in ord<•r 

. to obtain supplementary information. If this were so, such a general formula could not be 
accepted, as it had always been considered that the minority was not a party to the case 
and it had been necessary to vote a special amendmt>nt in order that the ~ .. cretary·General 
might be authorised to inform a minority of the fate of the petitions which had bl't'n declart>d 
to be unacceptable. Why had it been necessary to vote this special rule if tilt> CommittN• 
of Three might communicate with the minorities above the heads of thP OoHrnment 
concerned! 

M. DANDURAND said that he regarded the minority, not as a party to the ca•e, but as a 
source. of information. 

M. TITULESCO contended that M. Dandurand's arguments applied to the private 
correspondence of the members of the Council. If the authorisation under discuKsion weJ'P 
accorded to the· Committee of Three before the Council had set on foot its legal proc·edurP, 
this private eon·espondence would assume a legal character and the limits of the Treatit·• 
would be exc,eeded. 

The SECRETARY-GENERAl. thought there was a misunderstanding. At present, the 
Committee of Three was competent to collect information of any kind and from any source 
without limitation. A case had occured in which the Committ.ee of Three h~d. ~ade use of 
this competence in order to ask petitioners for further information. The possJbihty thf'refo_r•• 
l'xisted, and it was for the Vommittee of Three to decide whether or not to make UMI' of Jt, 
either by applying to the Government concerned or otherwi8e. 

M. Tl'l'ULf:~;co said that, if the right which M. Dandurand requestt:d already_exiKted! no 
amendment was necessary_ If the right_ did not e~st, his_reque~t c~mst1t~tt:d an mnovatwn. 
The request would be equivalent to askm~r for a nght of mvestlgatwn w1tlun a Stall' before 
lt>gal 1wtion had been set on foot. 
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M. BRIAND said he was certain that M. Da.ndll!a~d would !llalise the particularly delicate 
nature of the problem. Looking at the questwn m Its true hght, there appe.ared. to. b~ two 
parties to the case : on the one side, ~~ere was t~e State ,and, on the o~her SI~e! IndiVIduals 
or groups of individuals who were pet1~10ners agamst th~ State. ~t was.madmissible t~at t~e 
League of Nations should become a tribunal before which a subJect might plead agamst h1s 
Government. ld h' 'nf · 

Reference had been made to information. How far shou t IS I ormatiOn gof Was 
there not a risk of the Committees of Three becoming a kind of examining magistrate! If, as 
the Secretary-General had just recalled, th~ members of a. Committee of Tll:ree m.igh~ ~ollect 
complementary information at their discretwn, they were m that case a;s pnvate mdividuals. 
If when the information was collected, one of the members of the Committee or of the Council 
d~sired to take up the position of an accuser, he would have to go before the Co:uncil, .and"it 
was precisely the object of the present rules to make the ~embers of the Council rea~se the 
formidable responsibility which they thus incurred and to mduce them to act only With full 
respect for the consequences. 

It was essential that difficulties which might be bitterly regretted should not arise owing 
to the fact that there had been no definition of what was understood by the collection of 
information. If the members of the Council desired to obtain further data, they might do so 
personally and on their own responsibility. To confer upon a Committee of Three the ri~:ht 
to obtain such information, in other words, to make enquiries, was a serious decision. The 
Committee would be falling back upon the dilemma with which it had been confronted on the 
previous day when called upon to decide between two methods- namely, the present system 
or the appointment of a permanent committee of investigation. No one had presented any • 
proposal for the creation of such a committee. He would further add that the explanations 
given by the Secretary-General were calculated to remove any possible apprehension. 

M. DANDURAND replied that the explanations had given him every satisfaction and that 
he would not insist upon his proposal. · 

M. BIUAND said that in so delicate a matter, when the procedure resulted in a controversy 
between the Government and the petitioner, the members of the Committee of Three acted 
wisely in bringing the matter before the Council. In such circumstances, the intervention 
of the Council in plena was necessai-y. 

The PRE~IDENT thought that in such a case it was advisable to trust to the wisdom of th~ 
Council and th.at it was im~ossible to fix ~bsolutely strict rules. The formula proposed by 
ll~. Da~durand mvolved the risk ~f encouragrng those who might not show proof of the necessary 
disc~tlon.- In such a case the right of enquiry involved the risk of transformingajudgeintoa 
public a~tator. and the best method was to ~ely on the wisdom of the Committee of Three 
~nd the (.oune~l. The members of the Committee of Three, moreover, were not final judges 
I~ the ca~e and ~here was always the possibility of resort to the Council. No limit could be 
fiXed to the act10n of the Council .. The .position was otherwise as regarded the Committee 
of Three, but th_at could not be defmed m a formula. Experience showed that in diffPrent 
<·a•es the Committees of Three had acted differently. 

Sertion 8 wa .. approv.d. 

9. }'REQUENCY OF MEETINGS OF 1'HE COMMITTEES OF ~'HREE. 

M. PRoCOPE, after paying tribute to the conscientious work which had been done by the 
members of the Com11:uttees of Three, said that, subject to a reservation which he had 
~~rmulated on the pre~IOus ~ay and without entering upon a discussion of principle, he accepted 

: 
8hd~ary unde~ d•scus•10n. As ~egarded Section 9, he thought that the majority of those 

~ r 0th a ee~ memf ers ~f th0 Com~mttee of Three were of opinion that it might often be difficult 
e~am!a'fi~':: e~~ ~a:~~ue\h 0~3:~t~~ to .f?rm an .opinion on a question submitted for their 
directorK th~rou hi a e morities Sectwn of the Secretariat and its distinguished 

. 11 g Y prepared the necessary materials in a manner which was worthy of all 
prai~P. e nevertheleKs thought that more than one member of a Committee of Three had 
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wished that the Committee itself might have had more time at its disposal to study the details 
contained in the docuznents presented. 

That disadvantage might, however, easily be remedied by adopting the following 
procedure .. Before the ~embers. of the C<?unc.il who formed part of the Committee of Three 
undertook m the Comrmttee a fmal exammatlon of. the question submitted, an examination 
which would be better undertaken towards the end of each session of the Council their assistants 
might meet, fo~ example, on. the first day of the se~sion of the Council, or ~ven some days 
before the openmg o~ the sessiOn, an. arrangement which might easily be made, in view of the 
fac~ that the delegatiOns usually amved ~t Geneva some _days before the session bl.'gan. The 
assistants of the members of the Committee would be mstructed to examine the material 
collected relating_ to the questio.n submitted and, a~ter having consulted the competent officials 
of ·tb~ Secretariat and. o~tamed from them, if necessary, supplementary information, to 
draft m common a prehrmnary report. As the members of the Committee would probably 
delegate for this duty their legal advisers, this preliminary study would have all the greater 
value. 
. In the preliminary report, which might be made orally or in writing according to the 

nature of the question, the various alternatives might be taken into considE'ration. In the 
opinion of the a88istants of the members of the Committee the question might, with rl'gnrd 
to a point defined by them, require supplementary information. Or a il'gal question might 
have to be elucidated either with the help of the Legal Section of the Secretariat or otherwise. 
Or, again, on the basis of the preliminary study of the question thus made, the affair might 
be regarded as sufficiently elucidated and ripe for settlement by the Committee of Three. 
On the basis of this preliminary report, the members of the Committee would then proceed 
to examine the question and frame their opinion. It seE'med to him that this pro<•edure 
would ensure a thorough examination of the question by the Committ~e of Thn•e. 

To sum up, the system would be as follows : 

(a) The assistants, preferably the legal advisers, of the members of the Committee 
of Three would submit the question to a preliminary examination and make a preliminary 
report upon it: 

(b) On the basis of this report, the members of the Committee would study the 
question and formulate their opinions. 

M. Procope did not think it necessary to take a special decision on the subject. lie had 
merely wished to draw attention to the possibility of adopting this meth~d f!l work. Even 
without a resolution of the Council, the Committees of Three could adopt It, if they thought 
it practical to do so, in regard to the cases submitted to them for examination. 

M. TI.TULEsco observed that only the Members of the Council could be member& of the 
· Committees of Three. 

The PREsiDENT said that in seventy cases out of a hundred the questions which arose 
were very simple and miaht be settled without the assistance of legal experts. Mo~eover, 
it often happened that the members of the Committee of Three were not accompaDJed. by 
a legal expert and in that case the members in question _would be excluded from the previous 
meeting of experts. In the majority of cases the questions to be set~led were _not !~gal, and 
perhaps the presence of lawyers would involve the. risk of. c01;nplicatmg the discussions. It 
would be better not to fix a rule, and not even to g~ve advice .m the matter, but to leave the 
whole question to the discretion of the member.s of the Committees of Three. . 

M. PROCOPE while bowing to the experience of the President, pointed ~ut, nevertheless, 
that in several c~ses it might be useful to divide up the work of the Committees of Three as 
he bad just indicated ; at the same time, be would repeat that be b~d not suggested. t_hat the 
Council Committee should take a decision on the matter, but that It would he ~uffiCI~n~ •. he 
thought, to draw the attention of the members of the Committees of Three to th1s possibility. 

S•ction 9 was atloptl'd. 
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10. COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING THE ACTION TAKEN ON PETITIONS BY COMllllTTEES OF THREE. 

Dr. voN SCHUBERT reminded the Committee that on the previous day he had said that 
he could accept this proposal of the Rapporteurs. It wo~ld, how~ver, be useful to lay down 
that the letter addressed to the other Members of the Counml should m each case be accompanied 
by the relevant documents. 

The PRESIDENT replied that the despatch of these documents w~ul~ be impossible. 
Mention might be made in the report that these .documents would be held w1thm the Secretariat 
at the disposal of the Members of the CounmL 

7'hi8 &ugge&tion was approved by the RapporteurB and was adopted. 

The PRESIDENT added that it was evident, but not perhaps necessary to say in the text, 
that each member might always bring the question before the Council. 

M. QUI!IIONES DE J,E6N and M. ZALESKI thought this was obvious. 

M. PROCOPE wondered whether it would not be practicable, when communication was 
made to the other Members of the Council, to invite them to submit their observations within 
a fixed period on the opinion expressed by the Committee of Three ; in other words, to indicate 
whether they intended to bring the matter before the Council. In the absence of any 
observations on the part of the other Members of the Council, communications in conformity 
with the opinion of the Committee of Three would be addressed to the State concerned. The · 
time-limit should be as short as possible, for example, from two to four weeks. 

1'he PRESIDENT thought that, unless it was essential to do so, no time-limit should be 
fixed. Experience showed that in practice no such necessity arose. 

1\I. DANDURAND added that, in his own personal case, the period contemplated was too 
short. . 

Section 10 was approt•ed. 

11. PUB!.ICATION OF TilE RESULT OF TilE EXAMINATION OF A QUESTION 
BY A COMMITTEE OF THREE. 

M. DANDURAND thought that the recommendations formulated by the Rapporteurs 
:were excellent !lnd that it would be well if effect could be given to them. It would be useful, 
m the genera~ mterest of peace, if the parties concerned were kept informed of the decisions 
of t~e C~mm1ttees of Three. It could not, of course, be stipulated that this rule should be 
applied m all cases. It was undoubtedly an excellent thing however that public opinion 
should be enlightened. ' ' 

The PnE~IDENT asked M. Adatci in what way the contemplated publication would be 
made. . 

. ¥· ADATCI replied that, accordin~ to ~he present procedure, publication was made in the 
Oft•nal Jou,.nal. The necessary details m1ght be added in the last paragraph of this section 
of the summary. 

The Committee agreed. 

12. REGUI.AR ANNUAL PUBLICATIONS CONCERNING THE .WORK OF 'l'HE LEAGUE 
IN CONNECTION WITH TilE PROTECTION OF MINORITIES. 

Dr. VON ScHUBERT noted that the pub!' t' · . . · 1 and would t t · . . . 1ca 1ons m questwn would be merely statJstJCa 
public woul~oha~~n n~~~~ny 10t~Jcatwns of the object or sources of the petitions, so that the 

orma 1on as to the nature of the petitions. 
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M. ADA?TI explained that the ,Commi~tee of ~hree had very closely examined this aspt'('t 
of the question. _It had see~ed t_o 1t th~t m so delicate a matter it was impossible to go further 
than the suggestiOns contamed m Sectwn 12. · 

M. PROCOPE asked whether ~h:ere might not be added to the statistil's mentioned by the 
Rapporteurs two col_umns, one givmg the numbl'r of questions the uamination of whi(·h had 
bl'en concluded durmg the yl'ar, and the other the number of qul'stions whil'h had been 
submitted to the Council for examination. 

T~e PRESI~ENT ~as in favour ?f ~uppressing this section of the summary. If the Le~~~tue 
of N ati?ns, dealinll' Wit~ such questiOns, merely published figurt>s, the public would believe that 
somet~mg was bemg h1.d~en, whereas, ?~ the contrary, th_e present Committt>e had already 
voted m favour of pnbhmty for the dems10ns of the Committees of Three. That derision was 
more impor~ant than. t~e statistics referred to in Section 12. It would always be open to 
those who liked statistics to calculate for themselves the various deci~ions takPn b:v the 
Committees of Three. • 

Dr. VON SCHUBERT said he did not see what dangPr there was in mentioning the subjl'('t 
and source of the petitions. Was it not, on the contrary, dPsirable for the petitionl'rs to be 
able to realise that all the petitions had been examined! 

M. BRIAND urged the necessity of not losing sight of this question of publicity in the 
interests of the minorities themselns. It was better for t.hem to obtain certain advantngPs 
from their Government than to see their petitions published in an official document. 'l'he 
best result to be hoped for from the intervention of a Committee of Three was that it might 
obtain from the goodwill of the Government the satisfaction aKked for by the minoritit>s 
making the petition. If satisfaction were thus obtained, publication might in certain cast>s 
re-open old quarrels and change the attitude of the Government. lt'urther, at the opening of 
the Assembly every year, the President recalled the efforts made by the Council in various 
fields of the League's work. He was not prevented from making any referen('~ to the 
assistance given to minoritie~ in his general observations on that occasion. 

M. ADATCI said that his colleague, M. Quiiiones de Ll'(m, and he himself had thouJ:ht it well 
to suggest the publication of these statistics, which would consiRt only of figures. 'J.'hey were 
both prepared to accept the supplementary lists proposed by M. Procopl!. The Rapporteurs 
would abandon the suggestion contained in Section 12, if such a course were necPssary in 
order to secure unanimity within the Committee. The Rapporteurs, however, would regret 
that necessity. 

M. Qm1!oNES DE LEON added that the only object of the statistics contemplated woK to 
inform the public as to the activities of the Council. To give more detailed information aa 
to petitions and their authors would involve bringing the problem into the political HJlhere, 
a result which would not be in the interest of the minorities, as M. Briand had already pointl'd 
out .. 

M. PROCOPE recalled that the League of Nations had sometimes be~n. accused of not 
dealing with minorities questions. The publications of the proposed ~tatJstics would .affor_d 
striking proof of the work done by the Secretariat and by the Comm1tteeR of Three m this 
respect. 

Sir George GRAHAME supported the proposal of the two Rapporteurs and the amendment 
proposed by M. Procope. 

The SECRETARY-GENERAL asked M. Procope to withdraw the se~nd part of hiM 
amendment as the number of questions which had come before the Counml would be known. 

M. PROCOPE complied with the request of the Secretary-General. 

Bection 12 tt•as adopted with the amendment suggested by M. Prof'Op!. 
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M. ADATCI read thP. passage of his sulll:mary concerning the proposals to incr·ease. ~he 
number of members of the Minorities Committees. The Rapporteurs had ta~en no deciSion 
in regard to these proposals and would merely draw the attl'ntwn of the Council to them. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that up to t~e moment no one had ever proposed that the 
practice according to which Minorities Comrmtt~es were composed of three members should 
be amended. · 

Dr. VON ScHUBERT thought it would nevertheh~8S l>ll ~o~th contemplating an enla~gem~nt 
of the Committees of Three in important cases. The decrsron could be left to the drscretron 
of thP. President. 

The PRESIDENT said that this procedure had been followed in regard to certain cases. 
It should be laid down that in case of necessity the Minorities Committees could be increased 
by two members. 

M. QUill ONES DE LE6N took the view that the Council w~s always ~ee t? act as it thought 
best, and that it was not necessary to draw up any regulatrons on thrs pomt. 

The PRESIDENT also thought that the regulations in question were not strictly of a legal 
nature. They were rules of procedure drawn up by the Council the object of which was to make 
it possible for it to carry out its duties in the best possible manner. This could be ex]!Iained 
in the report. If the opposite view were adopted, it should be understood that the rrght to 
increase the number of members of the 1\linorit.ies Committees could always be used by the 
President and by the Council. 

M. ADATCI read the last part of his summary concerning the question whether,: when 
the examination of a question had been completed by the Committee of Three, the Secretary
General should, or should not, inform the petitioner that no Member of the Council had drawn 
the Council's attention to the matter in regard to which the petition had been made. 

M. DANDURAND, in spite of the views of the Rapporteur, wondered whether it would 
not be useful to leave the matter in the hands of the Secretariat and thus make it possibl~ 
to give satisfact.ion to nine-tenths of the petitioners, who were quite ignorant of what happened 
as a result of their petition. Under the present procedure, had the Secretary-General the 
necessary discretion permitting him to forward tlrl' decisions of the Committees of Three to 
the petitionersf 

The SECRE'rARY-GF.NERAJ, replied that when a petitioner made an enquiry regarding his 
pe_ti_1.io_n he replied to him, but he did not give any information to a petitioner on his own 
mrtratrve nniPss he was asked for it. Requests of t.his natur·e were very rare . 

. M. ZALESKI po!nted .o!lt that in a~tual practice petitioners were always aware of the 
actwn t-aken on therr petrtmn, because rn most cases they obtained at least a certain degr!'e 
of Hat.isfaction from their Government. 

~- DANDt:RAND. explained tha~ he was referring to cases which were perhaps numerouM, 
and m r~gard. to whwh representatrons had been made to him to the effect that petitioners 
w11rt> r·ntrrely Ignorant of the action taken a.s a result of their petitions. 

1"lre PitEXJO.:NT said that the Secretariat had always acted with much prudence in the 
llla~1N. It frequenUy happened that a Government as a result of the petition took action 
~hwh was favourable to the petitioner, but that Go~ernment did not wish it td appear thnt 
Its hand had been f?~ced. If !t were definitely stated that the satisfaction obtained had been 
~~e.re~ult of ~he petrt.ron, t~e.risk ~ould be incurred either of causing the petitioners to increase 
th err beman 8 or else of ahenatmg the Governments concerned It frequently happened 

at w at appeared to be a guarPntee sometimes became the reve;8e. 
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Dr. yoN ~~RT asked whether it was understood that, when a petitioner wi.Wed for 
informatiOn, his desue could be met. ~ 

The PRESIDENT sa~d that i~ should be laid down that the Seeretary-Genernl should reply 
to such requests for mformatlon. 

M. ZALESKI had no objection to this suggestion. 

6. Qut>slion of holding a further :\lel'ting of the Committel'. 

The P~siDEN'J' c?nsulted the Committee as to wh~ther it considered ita ta8k comJ•leted 
or whether It thought It necessary to hold another meetmg before the meeting of the Council. 

~r. VON ScHUBERT would !efer to ~he o~servations he had made at the bt>ginninll of the 
meetmg. He had ta~en part m the discns_s10n on the points of procedure. Agreement had 
been reach~d excep~ m regard to one questiOn, and he must reserve the right of the German 
re~resentatlve to raise the matter o~ce more :t>ef_ore !he Council. Further, as he had already 
pomted out, there were other questiOns of prmmple m regard to which a continuation of the 
discussion by the present Committee would be necessary. 

M. BRIAND did not understand what would be the object of anothl'r mel'ting in view of 
the fact that it would be impossible to re-open a general discusMion on new proposals which 
had not been made. 

Dr. VON SvHUBERT, without wishing to discuss the question from the point of view of 
principle, pointed out that the present Committee ha.d only discussed a part of the work 
referred to it by the Council. He thought that it would therefore be necessary to examine 
the other questions in the present Committee. He must, moreover, reserve the right of the 
German representative to re-open the discussion on the conclusions of the report, which relatt•d 
to. Section 7, since the discussion on this point had been cut short by the question being put 
to the vote. Further, the Committ~e had not yet discussed the manner in which its report 
would be forwarded to the Council and without further diRcussion the present r!'port would hi' 
incompreh!'n.~ible. 

M. ADATCI, on behalf of the Committee of Three, thanked the Council Committee for 
having taken the report as a basis of discussion. The members of the Committee of Three 
were glad that it had been possible to achieve result.s in regard to an esRential part of their 
report. At the same ti,me, their main desire was that the report should be officially presl'nted 
to the Council by the 1manimous vote of the members of the pre•t>nt Committee. They 
wondered whether, out of love for the League of Nations and in the real interest of the 
minorities themselves, a supreme sacrifice could not be made on both sides, in order to make 
a final presentation of the report to the Council. A part from any theoretical questions, would 
it not be an act of political wisdom to reach unanimous agreement on prli;"Hcal proposal~! 
He felt sure that he was voicing the views of his colleagues on the Committee of Three m 
saying that he was ready to attend a new meeting on the Council Committee at which a 
unanimous result might be obtained. 

M. TITULEsco said that the report of the Committee of Three was the result of inHtructions 
which it had received from the Council at a public meeting. Its first duty was th~refor~ to 
~ubmit the whole document officially to the body which coni~ be regarde~ as h!-'vmg !P~en 
mstructions to the Committee of Three. The present Committee ~as a (ommittee ~·tt!ng 
in private with a view to preparing, if that were possible, for a unanunous vot~, or to fmdmg 
an agreed solution on the reJlort and its conclusions. . The_ second step t? be taken wo"!lld 
therefore consist in unanimously presenting to the Council, With thefre_serva~wns on the Sectwn 
to which Dr. von Schubert had referred, the concrete result of the discUMMJOna of the pre~nt 
Committee .. The Council would remain free publicly to adopt the report and the practical 
conclusions reached by the present Committee, with the reservations mad~ by thoK_e who 
did not accept the report as a whole, and the concluRions submitted by M. Titulesco himself. 
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M. AoATCI, while not.ing that l\1. Titulesco had put the problem clearly, regretU>d 
profoundly that a number of reservations should be a~ded to the propos~ls which the 
Committee would make to the Council. He warmly desired that no reservatwns should be 
made. He urged all members to put aside theoretical questions and to maintain a united front . 

.M. BRIAND agreed that it would be useful to ~chie~e a solutio!! which would result in the 
unanimous adoption by the Council, withou.t di8C';1SSIOn and without any. reserve, of the 
proposals of the Council Committee. Was this possiblef Personally, 111. Bnand was ready 
to undertake not to speak whl'n sitting on the Co~ncil, but he must. be assured beforehand 
that all his colleagues would also abstain, otherw1se there was a !Isk that a fresh general 
discussion would begin. If a further meeting of the present Committee, such as that asked 
for by Dr. von Schubert, would make it possible to obtain an agreement in the direction 
anticipated by 1\I. Adatci, M. Briand would have !1-o objection to this further meeting, but 
there must be complete agreement on that occasiOn. 

M. ADATCI did not think it impossible to find a compromise, making it possible to obtain 
unanimit-y. His colleagues and himself were ready to continue negotiations in private. 

The Committee de<'ided to hold a further meeting on Tuesday morning, June 11th. 

7. Question of the Publication of the lllinutes of the Committee. 

M. DANDURAND was under the impression that the Minutes of the Council Committee 
would not be published. Nevertheless, it would be useful for them to be laid before the Council 
as this would make it possible perhaps to shorten, il not to do away with, the discussion. 

The PRERIDENT observed that it was the Council's right to receive the Minutes of the 
Committee. 

8. Question of publishing the Report of the Committee of Three 

. As the result of an obsei·vation of M. Quinones de Le6n in regard to the publicity to be 
!l'IVen to the report prepared in London by the Committee of Three, Dr. VON SCHUBERTi!laid 
It would b_e preferable to adjourn the question of publicity until after the discussion at the 
next meetmg. 

M. QUI.!! ONES DE LE6N agreed. It should be understood that the report of the Committ~t
of Three would not be officially made public until after the meeting of the Council. 

FOURTH MEETING. 

Held at Madrid on Tuesday, June 11th, 1929, at11 a.m. 

President: M. Scu.LOJA (Italy). 

Present: All the representatives or' the Members of the Council, and the Secretary-General. 

9• Pro~t~~ .:Ja:!:~,orities : Examination of the Statement and Draft Resolution submitted 

Dr. STRESF.MANN said he much regr tted th t h h 
take part in the work of the Council Comm~ttee. a e ad not up to the moment been able to 

Important questions, however, had compelled 

1 See Appendix 2, pag.· 153. 
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hin:' to remain in Germ':lny, and he ~ad had to kt't'p him~elf infornwd of the tlist•ussiun~ 
which had taken place m the Committee by means of pl'rsonnl information and by read in!-( 
the Minutes of the previous meetings. 

It was. in these Minute~ that he had _found the letter sent by tht>ir collengut>, Sir Austen 
Chamberlam, to the Comm1ttee. He desired to mnkl'l certain observations in l't'j!nrd to thut 
letter. 

~·hen Sir Austen Chamberlain had left the Cmmcil, the acting ('huirman, l\1. St•inlojn, 11nd 
~I. Bnand had expresse~ the.regret the~ felt at th~ loss thereby incurn•d by the ),!'ague. Th""'' 
who had co-operated w1th Sir Austen Chamberlam were well aware how valuable and fruitful 
that co-operation ha~ been for ~he w_ork done at Geneva _undl'r the IIUKpiet•s of the LeullUl'. 

After four years contact With Sir Austen Chamberlam, he was wt•ll 11bl11 to appreciate 
the devotion and sympathy which Sir Austen had for the work of the Ll'ngul'. He wus wt•ll 
aware how firmly he attacked the various problems whit·h arose, thoul!h in sume iustancl'S 
the chances of success were not always very great. He warmly appn•l'int.l'd the frnnkm••s 
with which Sir Austen had always given his opinion, when he thou~o:ht that to do so would 
facilitate a solution of these problems. 

For all these reaKons he would fully a•sociate hirns<'lf with all that thl' Prt~Hidt>nt antl 
M. Briand had said, and would also associate himself with the regrets exprtossed on thl' Ol't'11Hion 
of Sir Austen Chamberlain's departure. 

As far as the question of minorities was concerned, there w!'lre two aKpects which must be 
distinguished. In the first place, the procedure must be considered and, seeontlly, th(' aU itutle 
of principle to be adopted by the Council towards the work which the f.('agu!'l had alrl'11dy 
accomplished in this field. 

He did not wish to recall in detail the German views on this que8tion. Dr. vou Srhubt•rt, 
had already done so. He appreciated the important progress which hatl ah·eatly been nuule 
in so far as procedure was concerned. There were, however, Ct'rtain poiuts to whil'h he would 
like to return and which deserved the attention of the Council. Among them there was, in 
particular, the question of the exclusion of certain members of the Council from the Committl'tJK 
of Three. This was entirely contrary to the idea of equality which should underlie all work 
performed by the League. 

The second question to which he wished to refer concerned the Permanent Committee on 
Min&.-ities. As Dr. von Schubert had already stated, this qtwstion had given rise, in some 
quarters, to an interpretation which was quite erroneous. In making that sugg!'stion the 
German representative had never meant that a supervisory body should be establiHhed. He had 
never meant to interfere with the authority of any country, or to propoKe that any kind of 
organisation should have the power to interfere with the sovereignty of a country. He had 
never desired to establish an executive organisation in regard to minorities. What had hl'l'n 
contemplated was a body whose only duty would be to follow closely the situation and t.he 
development of the protection of minorities, without having any right of investigation into thP 
affairs of the various countries concerned. He would revert to this QUPstion before thl' 
Council in order to dissipate any misunderstandings as to the int('ntions underlyinll th!'l 
German proposaL . 

Turning now to the present discussion, he was compelled to h1s great rl'gret to note that, 
as far as points of principle were concerned, no agreement existed between th~ m~mbers _of lhl'l 
Committee. There were divergencies of view reg:nding the extent of the obligation. f~llmg on 
the League to guarantee the protection of minorities .. It was a q~estion of defmmg thut 
guarantee and its extent ; it was a question of discovenng what attitude the League sboultl 
take in regard to the report of M. Tittoni. Having before them the Londo1_1 report and. the 
various memoranda- more especially those eomin~ from the Sta~es belongmg to the Little 
Entente- his colleagues must frankly own that disagreement existed. 

It was necessary to reply to the following important questio!l: What. act!o.n should. the 
Council Committee now takef Was there any possibility of solvmg t_he mm.orJtJPB questwnf 
In his view, there were sev!'lral solutions. In the first place the Committee 1111gh_t contt'mplate 
adjourning its final decision. In reading the Minutes, Dr. Stresemann ~ad d1sc?ven;d that 
M. Dandurand had said that he had only received the London report Ill Maund w1th the 
result that he had not been able to get into touch with his GovPrnment. Othf'r members of 
the Council had also found themselves in a difficult situation in this reRp('l't. 
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ThPre was an important point to which no reference had yet been m_ade. It wa~ as follows: 
Otht>r States not rcprt>sent-ed on the Council of _the Lea(l"Ue ~eld v1e'Ys on th1s qu_estion. 
Dr. Stresemann had read in the Minutes that d~rmg the d1scuss~on M. T1tulesco had sa1d that 
he spoke for States not represented on the Counc~ as well as .for h1s own State. I~ wn:s _therefore 
to he expect-ed that those countries which were mterested ~n the ~ro~lem of rmnor1t1es would 
raise the matter at the next session of the Assembly and g1ve the1r v1ew~ .. If ~e were to put 
himself in the position of those States, he would ~ote that a num?er ~f diffJCultJes would arise 
if they were not given an opportunity of expressmg verbally theu v1ews on the matter. 

It was also to be wondered whether during the discussionR in the Assembly important 
•uggestions would not be made to the Council w~th a view to fa~ilitatin~ a solution of the 
problem. It could not be considE~red that the adjournment of th1s questwn would serve no 
useful purpose, on the ground that the Council would find itself. in September if!- exactly the 
same situation as has been the case in the month of June, for 1t would be poss1ble for other 
suggestions to be made in the interval. If, however, it were maintained that the Council 
would be no further advanced in September than it was at present, the question arose whether 
it Hhould not ask for an opinion from the Permanent Court of International Jus~ice at The 
Hague, in view of the respect entertained by the whole world for that Court. This procedure 
would have the following advantage: The Council would not be compelled to show public 
opinion that its members disagreed, for such a disagreement would certainly not increase the 
prestige of the League in the eyes of the world. 

He would sum up his observations by saying that, while the Council had certainly achieved 
a number of improvemt>uts as far as procedure was concerned, it was still necessary to return 
to a number of points of principle which had given rise to erroneous interpretations. 

There were otht>r points to which he would return during the discussion in the Council, 
but it must be realised that, in view of the great divergencies of view which existed, it was 
probable that no agreement would be reached. As far as he was concerned, he wished to say 
quit~ clearly and definitely that in no case could he accept the London report because, in regard 
to certain essential principles, it was entirely contrary to what he had had in view when he 
had raised the question of minorities before the Council. It was probable, however, that 
members might come closer together in the interval if the Council adjourned the question 
unt_il the next session. New suggestions might be made, which might make the solution 
ea•Ier. · • 

U the Counci! decided not to adjourn the question, he would propose that the Permanent 
Court of Internatwual ,Justice should be asked to give its opinion. · 

. ~inally, there 'Ya.s the· foll_o~ing third point: Would it be better to enforce part of the 
del·JsJons before rece1vmg an opmwn from the Court, or would it be better to await the arrival 
of that opinion in order to put the decision as a whole into operation Y This was a question 
for the Council to decide. 

M. ADATCI, as Rapporteur, had listened with the greatest attention to the statement 
n~ade by. the represent~t1ve of Germany. He would not explain in detail the legal point of 
y1ew, whwh the Committee of Three had thought good to set forth in its report. The report 
Itself was very complete. It was only necessary to read the pages devoted exclusivelv to the 
legal aspects of the problem to realise that this was the case. • 

As far n~ he was concerned, he thought himself in agreement with the two other members 
of the Comm_1ttee of Throo! who had held long meetings in London when he said that there 
was no o!le smgle word winch could be removed from their report · ~either was there a single 
wor~ wb1ch _could ~e. add~d. Th_eU: opinion ~ad ~een formed as the result of profound study 
~arrJed ~u~ m a sp1r~t of 1mparhahty- and smcer1ty and based on every authentic document 
con~.ernrng the qu_est1?n an~ on t~e v1ews of persons competent in the matter. The Committee 
of Three st1ll mamtamed 1ts belief that the principles which it had laid down were good. 
Cohnsl'quently, he .thoug~t it his duty to state that it was impossible for the Committee of 
T ree to change 1ts pomt of view. 

He woul~ add that if Sir Austen Chamberlain, in regard to whom Dr Stresemann had 
~h~~:~~l~::'ghwordslld·n praise of his loyalty and statesmanlike conscienc~, were present at 

, e wou say exactly what M. Adatci had just said. 



. M. BRIAND no~ed wit~ n;gre~ that the suppl~mentary meeting whit•h the ('ommittt>e had 
dec_Jded to hold at Its last sittmg,_mstead of enabling the Committee to achieve that unanimity 
which the R~ppo~teur, M. Adatm, had ~nte!Dplated, appt>ared to have rt>ndered more rt>mote 
the goal whiCh h1s colleagues had, a little mnocently perhaps, belitwed to be almost within 
reach. · 

He had liste~~:ed with great interest to the words of the representative of Germany. He 
had found the views of Dr. Stresemann- which did not astoniNh him -to be entirely 
consistent with his previous declarations. Dr. Stresemann again affirmed a doctrine whit•h 
already on many occasions he had very eloquently put forward. Pt-rsonallv howevt-r hi' 
thought that, since th~t ~octrine h~d first ~en put forward, certain stl'ps i'n' advant•l' 

1
had 

been made towards ach1evmg ~practical resu_lt.m the solution of a complex and deli<'at6 problem. 
He '!'ould vent~e to remmd the Comm~ttee h~w the problem had come before it, a problNu 

upon which no one smce the League carne mto existence had dared rashly to lay luuuls until 
De~eml_>er 1928. It was true t~at the League had not waited till that time to exet•ute a dut.y 
wh1ch. It had assumed w:hen It undertook to guarantee the protection of minoritit>s aR 
established by the Treaties. It had created a system which it bclived would reconcile it8 
obligations with the principle of sovereignty of States, which lay at the root of the constitution 
of the League of Nations. The reconciliation of these elements was difficult, as must be 
frankly recognised. Nevertheless, the system adopted had made it possible to realise, within 
the limits thus fixed, certain advantages for the benefit of the minoritit>s. 

A question of principle, however, had arisen; the very foundations of the system had bet'n 
called in question. In March last a very extensive discussion had taken plnce-a discussion 
which had been of great interest and, he would not deny it, even useful. Was it not necessai'Y 
to the life of the League of Nations that, even in dealing with the most delicate questions, 
the members of the Council should meet together in a friendly spirit before the public, which 
followed the work of the Leag1\e and appreciated itt 

The present discussion had been as full as could be desired. Dr. Stresemann had supportl'd 
his thesis with much force, as was his custom. M. Briand had himself end11avoure1l to expreHK 
his own point of view, and had tried to attenuate anything in whi(•h he did not. in this instance 
see eye to eye with his colleague, since such disagreement was naturally disab>Teable to him 
personally as a convinced advocate of the gospel of Locarno. Other members of the eouneil 
had spoken. The problem had been considered in all its aspects, and the Council h11d fin111ly 
instructed three of its members- Sir Austen Chamberlain, M. Quinones de Le6n and 1\1. Adatcl 
(M. Adatci was specially competent in the matter, since he was the customary Rapporteur for 
these questions and was familiar with them)- to make a report based on the discussion 
which had taken place. The Council had asked the Committee to work in the interval between 
the two sessions of the Council in order that it might present a report in June. 

The Committee thus constituted had met in London. It had worked very conscientiously 
and had obtained information from all possible sources. It had prepared a report whit·h 
might be said, in a sense, to be the last contribution made to the work of the Coun~il by ~ir 
Austen Chamberlain. It had given M. Briand pleasure to hear the eloquent words with whwh 
Dr. Stresernann had appreciated the qualities of that work. He was sure that Dr. Stresemann 
would not in justice refuse to recognise that the work done as a whole had been ext-remely 
minute, detailed and conscientious. 

Dr. STRESEMANN reminded the Committee that Dr. von Schubert had Raid the Harne 
thing. 

M. BRIAND said he quite recognised the fact. There. might be _divergent oviniona. on the 
guiding principles of the report, but it was impossible not to recogmse that, bas~ng theJJ' work 
on the March discussion, the thrt>e Rapporteurs had endeavoured to follow w1th the ntmo~t 
loyalty the lines which had been laid down for them. . . . 

At the end of the report, which contained questions o~ prme~pl~, lt>ga~ qnestwna and 
historical questions, there wt>re proposals, or rather suggestwns, for 1rnprovmg the preHent 
system. . . . . A 

Such was the work which had been submitted to the Committee at Its first rneetmg: . s 
the result of an intervention of M. Dandurand, who regretted t~at he had not h_ad auff_ICient 
time to study the report_ a perfectly legitimate objection, m fact- M. Rnand himself 
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had ro o~ed that, before embarking upon a discussion, it might be nH_eful_, _since the question 
of ad)ou~nnwnt had been rni•t>d- and since the adiournment could he JUstified by a somewhat 

1 't t' n w1'th1'n the Coundl- to decide fust of all whether the matter should be nove 81 ua 10 · · · · . . · M D d d 1 
adjourned or not. The Committee had rephed m the negative. · an uran 1ad stated 
that he did not intend to ask formally for an adjo~unment. OthPr membm·s. of the C:ouncil 
Committee had said the same thing and the Comm1ttee ha~ there_fore ~egun 1ts exannnation 
of the substance of the question and had taken as a bas1s of d1scuss10'?- th_e report <!f the 

· Committee of Three Rapporteurs, it being understood, _moreov~r, th~t th1s d1d not preJudice 
the convictions of its members and that any reservatiOns whiCh m1ght be made should be 
included in the l\Iinutes of the Committee. 

l\1. Briancl thought that be bad given a fairly accurate account of what had actually 
occurred. · . · h 

'l'he adjournment .. had been rejected ~nd the general. d1sc~sswn .. ad been st.ar.ted. 
Opinions had b~>en divided as at the last sesswn of the Council .. Fmally, 1t had been demded 
that the Itapportetu should be invited to tran.sform the. suggestwns at. the end of the report 
into draft resolutions and to present them m a conCise report, wh1ch would enable t-he 
f'ommittee to take a decision in the customary way. 

At the following meeting l\1. Adatci, who bad worked _with his coll~ague M. Qu~iiones 
de Le6n had submitted a small supplementary report, of whiCh the Committee had considered 

· the vari~us points. Some of those points had been discussed, but ultimately the pr(Jposals 
had bt>en adopted. 'l'he work appeared to be finished. At that point M. Adatci, with his 
usual and most commendable anxiety to establish that atmosphere of cordiality and unanimity 
which lent so much force to the Council's resolutions in the eyes of the public, had asked that 
the Committee should hold one more meeting and make one last effort to reach a compromise 
so that the divergencies of opinion that had arisen might not have to be brought to light at 
a public meeting. It was urged that it would be deplorable for any further dispute to arise, 
and it was thought that this might be avoided, since a certain number of improvements had 
hcen agreed upon, and since it was understood that the London report- which had been 
submitted and could not be ignored- together with the reservations made by several members 
of the Committee, should be included among the documents. 

Dr. Stresemann, who had not been present at the discussions and was not perhaps 
acquainted with them in every detail, had now broken entirely fresh ground. He seemed 
to think that the best thing would be to postpone the problem until the next session. If that 
had been done at the Committee's first meeting, when it was asked what action it intended 
to take, he (l\1. Briand) would not have had any serious objection, though after all it would 
be a pity to leave problems of this kind unsettled. In the existing circumstances, however, 
after the discussions that had taken place, a postponement could not but impair the general 
tranquillity and the prestige of the J,eague. The Committee might reflect on that point. 

Reference to the Permanent Court of International Justice was another matter. Since 
the Council had now been at work for some years, would it not give the impression that it 
had been fumbling in the dark without any clear idea of its duties1 Surely the public would 
say : " Have they gone all these years without even realising what their obligations are! " 
Il_e thought that amou~-propt·e should play no part in the examination of questions, and he 
h1msell, wbe~ he reahse~ t~at _he had made a mistake, was quite willing to admit _it. 
N ev.ertheiPss, if the who!e mstltutl?n, the pr?cedure laid down by the Council dlll'ing successive 
sesswns, were at ~tl!-ke, 1f the confidence whiCh had been placed in that procedure by all those 
who had sent p~tltwns to the League ~ere to be shaken, the decision was a very serious one. 
. ~<!reover, 1t must be clea.r~y. real_1sed that the Committee was not facing the problem 

·ltse!f_, 1t stood before a very def1mte dilemma. If the Committee could not reach a unanimous 
deciSion as rega~ds t~e adoption of its resolutions, which nevertbe)('SR constituted a definite 
step forward -It bemg u~derstood, too, that reservations might be made- what would 
b': the resultf The .C<!mml~-tee would have to appear before the Council· saying that it had 
f~1led to reach unamm1ty ; m othe~ words, the status quu would be maintained. He begged 
h1s colleagues to bear that eventuality very carefully in mind. 

It ":ould be the fir~t time that the Council- acting, it would seem, somewhat lightly 
and has!IIY -had set as1de the result of the work of a Committee which it had itself appointed 
and wb1"h had done work of recognised value. 
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lie himself. con~idered that the proposals. '!J~de to the Committt-e l'onstituted a dt'fiuite 
progress. . At frrst, mdeed, thay ~ad. been cnhcist'd by some of his coll<'agues, repn>Monting 

, l:!tates which had contracted obhgat10ns towards mino~it.it>s, not because they Wt>re hostilo• 
to progress but ~ecause they were ~eluctant to compronn•e the future. l\1. Briand consid~>red 
that the resol~tiOD:S adopted constituted an achievement of which the CommittPe must takl' 
note .. C?therwiRe, It would have. to confess its failure. The system in force hitherto would 
remam m force. lie as.ked Dr. Stresemann to think over that consequt>nce and to makP, 118 
suggested by M. A~a~ci, a.n at~empt to reach a compromise which would not publicly di•close 
the fundamental difficulties discussed by the Committee and would confirm a fl'sult that 
was satisfactory to the minorities thems~>lves, whos~ cause Dr. Stresemann had 80 enthusiastically espoused. 

pr. ~~RESF.MANN said he ~id not wish any ~ui~understanding to rPmain with rPgnrd 
to his opnnon on the report whiCh had been submitted by the Committee of 'l'hrPe and th 11 
true value of which he, like M. Adatci, appreciated at its full value. 

· He quite realised that this report had been framed as the rPsult of a minute study of 
the problem and on the basis of a considerable numbl'r of documPnh. He was also aware 
that no doubt was possible as to the loyalty and conscientiousness with which the mNubt•n 
of the Committee of Three had drafted their report. D1·. von S<·huhert at the previous mt•eting 
ha.d frankly recognised these facts. 

. Dr. Stresemann only desired to say that he could not share the vit>ws emhotli<'d in tlw 
report. M. Briand had just said that it was nece~sary for the Council to obtain unanimity. 
He would point out, in this connection, that in many ca•es he had shown proof of hiM desire 
for conciliation and had bowed before this necessity. He would remind the CommiUI'e of u 
discussion which had taken place in a very important question, in the eourse of which l\1. Briund 
had supported, more eloquently than he could do, a thesis oppost>d to his own. lie was 
referring to the question of the Saar. He had bet>n exposed to violt>nt nttal•ks in Germany 
owing to the fact that he had bowed to the opinion of the majority in order to secure ununimity. 
It had been represented that he ought to have defended the thesis of his Governmt>nt.. lie woultl 
remind the Committee of this fact. 

He imagined that the report would be submitted to the Council, together with the 
Minutes and the documents which had st>rved as a basis for the work of the Committ<.•e or 
Three. It was clear that these documents would show that there had been disuJ,'l'eemt>nt. 
within the Committee. If his colleagues on the Council did not refer to these disnJ,'l'eements, 
there were others who would do so, as in this question there were a large number of interested 
parties which would certainly not show the same reserve and the same courtesy as his colleal{ll!'H 
were accustomed to do. The divergences of view within the Committee would be thus more 
clearly emphasised. For that reason he would ask and he would put the question s~Jriously 
to the Committee, how such an inconvenience could be avoided. He thought that Htlf'h 
differences of opinion did not contribute to increase the authority and prestige of the Council 
in public opinion. In these circumstances, might not an adjournment contribute to cl<'ar 
up the situationY This would not be the first time that the Council had taken such a decision. 
He would remind the Committee of the discussions which had taken place on an important 
and familiar question which had been finally adjourned. During the adjournment the position 
had h!'en considerably improved, and a solution might shortly be expected. 

He would venture in reference to the arguments which had been urged against an appeal 
to the Permanent co:trt of International Justice, to point out that here also thl'l'e Wl'fl' 
precedents. He would refer only to the question whether the Council should take a de~i~ion 
unanin10usly or by a simple majority to submit to the Court a request for an opmwn. 
In Germany the Government often appealed to the Supreme Court of the Reich upon questions 
of the interpretation of the Constitution, and he was J!Ot aware that there. resulted any 
diminution of its authority for that r~>ason. If in a particular case the Council appea!ed to 
this high authority, this did not imply that the opinion of the Court -w:ould necessanly be 
hostile to the previous decisions of the Council. Appeal to the Court would 1n any case h~ve the 
great advantage of at once restoring unanimity within the Council, as the respect which the 
latter had for this high international institution was sm·h that no one would dare to oppost> 
the acceptancl' of an opinion issued by the Court. 
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He would finally venture to ask how the report would _be presented.to the Co';lllcil. Was 
it already drawn upf The Commit~~ had me~ to exaii!m? the solutiO!lS subiWtted in the 
report and to avoid differences of op1mon and disputes Withm the Council. 

M. DANDURAND pointed out that th~ Canadian resolution _had preceded. the German 
proposals. The only object of the Canad1an proposals wa~ an Improvement m pr!"Jcedl!re. 
Although the Canadian suggestions had not been accepted m the form proposed, their obJect 
had nevertheleRs been, in effect, achieved. . . 

The intention of the Canadian proposals w~s to g1ve to th,e Cm;nm1t~ees of ~hree greater 
facilities for obtaining information from a_II poss1ble ~ourc_es. 'I he discussiOn wh1ch had taken 
place at the last meeting had thrown light on th1s pomt, and note had been taken of a 
declaration made by the Secreta.ry-General to the effect that legally the Committee of Three 
had full liberty to obtain such information. . . . . . . 

The second point in the Canadian resolutiOn. dealt w1th the nec~sSlty for obtam~~ w1der 
publicity. He noted that in the report subm1tted to the Comm1ttee such publicity was 
contemplated and that fuller information would be given ; the persons concerned would thus 
know exactly what had happened. 

In those circumstances, he did not hesitate to accept the conclusions at which the 
Committee had arrived during the three day's discussion. 

Dr. StreHemann had placed three possible solutions before the Committee : 

1. He had proposed an adjournment to the month of September ; 

2. He had suggested an appeal to the Permanent Court of International Justice; 

3. He had raised the point whether the Committee should study the conditions 
under which it might be able to accept what might prove to be improvements in procedure 
without being compelled to take a final decision in regard to the questions of principle. 

He hoped that the representative of Germany would agree to the last solution and that 
it would be possible to insert in the report to be submitted to the Council a formula which 
would give Dr. Stresemann satisfaction. In that way it would be impossible to conclude that 
he was bound by principles which he had not accepted. The adoption of t-he conclusions or 
amendments proposed by the Committee of Three would in no way prevent the Council from 
receiving a formal request to consult the Permanent Court of International Justice on one or 
more points. Between the present date and that of the next session of the Assembly other 
proposals tending to improve the situation might be received. 

He owned that, in the suggestions which the Committee had received from various sources, 
he had fou_nd some. that appeared to him to be excellent. More particularly, he would draw 
the attentiOn of h1s colleagues to a study made by Dr. Studer, of Swiss nationality, and 
ap_P~oved by the In~r-~arliam~ntary Union, in which it was suggested that, to solve questions 
ar1smg_bet'!l'~en a mlm~r1ty and 1ts Government, a Conciliation Committee should be appointed. 
The mmont1es could m that way put forward their claims without either side being bound 
to accept the recommend';ttions of that organisation. He thought that this sytem had great 
advantages. In any case 1t would very probably enable Governments and minorities to settle 
nine-tenths of the questio':'s submitted ~o the Council. This was an important suggestion which 
he thought ought to retam the attentiOn of the countrieH subject to Minorities Treaties. · 

D~. STRESEMANN had at the outset referred to the text of the report· to be sent to the 
Council .. M. Dandurand has also referred to it. He would be glad if the Rapporteur would 
lay the fmal text before the Council. 

l'tl. ADATCI said that the document distributed to the members of the Council (document. 
C.C.M.4) w~ merely a preliminary draft report .. 

He des~red to m!lke known the views of his eolleagueR of Great Britain and Spain with 
whom he had been m conMtant contact. 
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It _would b_e regrettable purely and ~imply to note the powerlPssnpss of the Council. 'l'bP 
discussions wh1ch had ta~en :place durmg the previous days had shown that progrt>ss bad 
been made towards practlcal1mprovements. Unless he were mistaken tbe Committee had 
unanimous!~ agreed to contemplate the execution of thPse improvemen'ts as soon as possiblt> 
for such actwn wo~d be to the advantag:e of the minorities. His two eolleagues and bimst>lf 
wonde~d wh~ther Jt would n~t be possible to ac~ieve . this object by drawing up a draft 
resol.utwn. whiCh woul~ provide solely for practical Improvements, while leaving olht>r 
cons1deratwns on one s1de. By that means the Council would be able to disl'over 11 w11y out 
of the e1il·d~-~ac in which it found itself. A number of amendments could thPfl'fore be mnd11 
in the provlSlonal text. 

M. TITULESCO said that the members had listened to a very interesting discu•sion. It was 
obvious that th~y were not unanimous even on the principles in the rl'port. N enrt ht'lt>•s, 
th~y were unarumous rega~ding the p~actical conclusio~s of the London l't'port. He would 

· pornt out that these practical concluswns would constitute fresh burdens for States wbieh 
had ~igned min01;ities treatie~. They were not o~posed to these obligations, subject to his 
preVIous declaratwn; they did not, however, desire that this question of minoritit>s should 
always remain open. Unhappily for the Council, the representative of Germany, with hia 
distinguished authority, had put the question in a form which might give rise to future 
discussiom. 

Replying to the suggestion made by M. Dandurand, M. Titulesco noted that the Ctmadiun 
representative asked the countries possessing minorities to take action, as a result of the 
discussions in the Council, by doing of their own accord certain things for the prote!'tion 
of minorities. · A certain pressure, however, would have to be exercised. 

It was clear from a perusal of the Minutes and of the draft resolut-ion that the Council 
was divided into two camps which were not equal in number. Up to the moment., in fact, 
there were only two voices raised against the principles of the London l't'port. 

If this statement were contested and in order to clear up the situation, t be Pre•idllnt 
might ask each member whether he accepted the report and its conclusions or the conclusions 
only. In that way, if the statement were contested, it would be easy to ascertain how many 
members were in favour of the report and how many against it. It was necessary to avoid 
giving the impression that there was within the Council a large number of members who were 
against the report, which was not the case. Further, he would point out that the principlt•s 
and considerations of the London report only noted the situation as it waR and as it had always 
been interpreted by the League since it.s inception. 

M. BRIAND thought that in the present state of affairs the Committee ought not to attPmpt 
any heroic efforts, but to content itself with doing some modest practical work, that bf'ing 
all that was in its power, since it was tied by the necessity for unanimity. 

His colleagues were agreed on one point- that the minorities must be protecll!d. As 
regards the system to be followed, however, they were not agreed. 

There was one system in operation- that of Committees of Three. Und•·r that systern, 
he would point out, the minorities we~·e s~e that a~ _their. petitions ~ou~d ~e consi~Ned. 
In no case had a Committee of the Council reJected a petJhon Without cons1denng 1t and WJibont. 
asking for information from the countries concerned. 

The systems that were suggested in place of the existing system had not always the _merit. 
~f clearness and precision, and, indeed, it was doubtful wl!ethe~ they ~ould ~ven be ap_plw~~le 
1n practice. M. Dandurand had recommended to the notice of c~untl'!es whJCh ha_d nunorthes 
the suggestions contained in a Swiss publication. · They wer~ mgemous suggPs~.1ons, he 11·as 
quite prepared to admit but extremely vague. In that publicahon the countnn conl'~rned 
were advised to set up a body for purposes of conciliation. On the other ~~nd, the soye~e11,~ty 
of a State was characterised by the fact that its justice was equal for all cJtJzens, no distmctwn 
being drawn between different persons or different classes of person .. To t~ke a concrete 
example ; in the case of a petitioner who complained that the school was two kilometres from 
his house and that that was too far for his child to go, would the State be bound t~ set the 
conciliation machinery in motionf Was such a thing con":6ivable~ In any case, m a~tual 
practice the complainant would doubtless have already applied to hts Govt>mml'nt ten tune"· 
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!)(•ginning by writing to t~e local au_thorities, who would have 'forwarded the application 
for departmental examinatiOn and actiOn.. . . , · . 

Questions of that kind arose in connectiOn With every one of t_he suggest10_ns:, !he Canadian 
roposal claimed that the Committee of 'fhree should have t.he r1ght to obtam m!ormation" 

from all sources. If t.he term " information " were intended to mean requests for mformation 
that._ as the Secretary-General had already pointe~ .out-· was exactfy what the Committees 
already did. If it meant the right to carry out enqumes, what form s~ould _they takeY Should 
it cover the right to make investigations on the spot and to examme w1tnessesY All these 
point.s must be accura.tely defi';led ~f.the public was to know the exact nature of the suggestions 
regarding the protectiOn of mmor1t1es. . 

If, as the Oerma.n representative recommended, t_he Council. were t? apply to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, what should 1t askY The Committee had found 
thnt there was no difference of opinion on the question of p~in_ciple .. All his colleagues thought 
that minorities ought to be protected. As regards the_ admiDlstl·atlve me.asures to be followed 
to ensure such protection, should they not be determm~d by the COlmml rather than by the 
Court of Justice whose competence only covered questwns of a legal nature! The Court of 
,JuMtiee could s~ely do no more than confirm the two principles which the Committee itself 
had formulated-naml'ly, that minorities ought to be protected and thattheprincipleofState 
sovereignty must be ma.intained; the Court would have to leave it to the Council to find 
the n~>ces~ary compromise between these two principles. . 

He desired to rl'p!>at that, in his opinion, the resolutions adopted constituted a definite 
step forward and that the minorities would benefit by them. The discussion on this subject 
had fortunately revealed to the Committee the goodwill of the countries which had contracted 
obligations towards minorities. He would therefore like all the members of the Council to 
agree upon that practical step, while going no further than it was possible for them t.o do. 

The PRI'><IDENT said that befm·e closing the meeting he wished to point out that part 
of the work of the Committee had obtained the approval of aU the members. The fate of 
another part was obscure and not easy to understand. It was in regard to this part that 
thore was disagreement. It was obscure even for those who proposed it. Tiley suggested 
three solutions, which proved that they did not thl'mselves see a direct method of obtaining 
a result. He did not wish to give his own view on these three solutions, but he thought that 
two of them at least would place t.he Council in an embarrassing position and cause it to exceed 
its powers. 'l'he Council should remember that, in so far as the question of minorities was 
conc!lrned, it had duties to fulfill which it could not abandon or hand over to any other form 
of authority. The Council had accepted the stipulations of the Treaties concerning, the 
j!Uarautee for t.he protection of minorities. It could have refused to accept them and it had 
not done so. Consequently, it must abide by those Treaties and carry out the duty which 
it had assumed. To go beyond the limits of its power would be to fail, and this would be 
Vl'ry s~rious, for it might prove to be the end of the League. If, on the other hand, the Cmmcil 
~orked within these_limi!s and showed. that it was making every effort to carry out its duty 
m the best way posSible, 1t would be domg what the League of Nations was called upon to do. 

The proposals of the Committee of Three had been adopted unanimously after some 
small changes had been m~de in them which had themselves been approved unanimously. 
1t was those proposals whiCh would have to be submitted to the Council. The remainder 
of the rpport should not be submitted. Did that mean that it had been uselessf Not in the 
!Past. The discussi?n had made it possible to discover very important problems of international 
Ia w a~d ~he Committee had ~vep gone so far as to discuss the institution of private arbitration 
cm~m~Issions. ~e coul~ qmte understand the proposal made by M. Studer because he was 
a Sw1ss. He m1ght. thmk that all States were federated States. It was obvious, however, 
~b~~ no. repre~entat1ve of a homogeneous State could imagine the establishment of such an 
m~tltutwn. F ~ther, no treaty had gone so far as to make any such suggestion. 
, In concluswn, he though_t that a very sober report could be submitted to the Council. 
rhe Rapporteur would mentwn the conclusions without referring to the discussions which 
had ~rece~ed them. The text _of the proposals made would obviously also be submitted to 
thP (o.uncil and conseqne_ntly, 1t would be fully informed of the Committee's work. He did 
not tlunk, howevt>r, that It could be called upon to discuss proposals which had not yet even 
bl'<·n made. 
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He did not know for what reason the ('ommittee should postpone the question to the 
month of ~eptember. It was ready at the momllnt. There was nothing to prevent a member 
from D?akmg fresh pr_oposa!s a_t a future date,. when the question was ripl'r, but for the moment 
~e desired the followmg prmmple to be ~I?ammously adopted ; that the Rapporttlur should be 
mstructe~ to draw up a report compnsmg only that part of the ('ommittee's work h" ·h 
had received the assent of all members. w IC 

· l\L · TITUJ.EKco understood th!lt the p~oposal was merely to delete from the preliminary 
statement proposed by }1. Adatm, by Which the conclusions of the London rl'port Wt~fl' put 
t-o the vote, the references to the debates which had taken phwe in Committee. 

The proposal of the President •cas adopted. 

FIFTH MEETING. 

Held at Madrid on Tuesday, June 11111, 1929, al 6.30 p.m. 

President : M. SCIALOJA (Italy). 

Present :All the representatives of the Members of the Council, and .the Secretary-General. 

10. Protection of l\liuoritit-s: Examination of thr Xt>w llrofl llPport and ll••olution 8nbmitt•cl 
· hy thr Committee of Threl'. 

At the request of the President, M. ADATci, Rapporteur, read the following new draft 
rt>port and resolution : 

"By its resolution of March 7th, 1929, the Council instructed its Rapporteur and the 
1·epresentatives of Great Britain and Spain to submit a report for its June aession. This 
document was distributed to the members of the Council on May 18th (document C.C.M.l). 
• " In the same resolution the Council decided to sit in Committee before the opening of its 
June session in order to make a first examination of the Report. It met for that purpose 
on June 6th, 7th, 8th and 11th. 

" As the outcome of its discussions, the members of the Council, sitting in Committee, 
reached agreement on a number of provisions. These provisions are contained in t-he following 
draft resolution, which the Rapporteur has the honour to submit for the Council"s approval : 

" ' The Council : 

" 'I. Decides to add to the provisions contained in ita previous reHolutions regarding 
the proe.r.dure for the examination of petitions from minorit.ies the following provisions : 

" ' 1. Receivability of Petitions. 

"' When the Secretary-General declares a petition non-rece.ivable, h.e will inform the 
petitioner and, if necessary 1 will communicate ~o h!D? the Co~nc1~ !esolut~o.n of Sf>ptem bPr 
5th, 1923, laying down the conditions of receivability of mmont1es petitions. 

" ' 2. Composition of Minorities Committees. 

. " ' The PreMident of the Council may, if he deems it opportun~, invite ~our member." 
of the Council to examine minorities petitions, instPad of two, as la1d down m the CounCil 
resolution of October 25th, 1920. 
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"• 3. Frequency of the Meetings of the Minorities Committeu. 

" • The Council considers that it would be: des~able f~r Minorities Commit~ees to 
take into account the possibility of holding meetmgs m th~ mt.ervals. be~w:een sess1?~8 of 
the Council, whenever they think it expedient for the exammatwn of IndiVIdual petitions. 

" • 1. Communications concerning the .Action taken on Petitions by the Minorities CQ'ITimittee-~t. 

" • (i) When the mem~ers of a ~inorities Committee have f~i~hed the examinati~n 
of a question without aRkmg that 1t be placed on the Council s agenda, they Will 
communicate the result of their examination by letter to the other Members of the Council 
for their information. The Secretary-General will keep the relevant documents at the 
disposal of the Members of the Council. 

"• (ii) The Secretary-General will distribute once a year, for the information of 
all the MembPrs of the Council, a document reproducing the letters addressed during the 
year, as described above, by the various Minorities 9ommittees to the Members of the 
Council. 

'5. Publication of the Result of the Examination of a Question by a Minorities Committu. 

" ' The Minorities Committees should consider carefully the possibility of publishing, 
with the consent of the Government concerned, the result of the examination of the 
questions submitted to them. The Council earnestly hopes that the Government will, 
whenever possible, give their consent to such publication. The information might be 
published in the Official Journal, and might consist of the letter from the Minorities 
Committee informing the other Members of the Council, or any other text that. seemed 
expedient .. 

• 6. Regular .A tmual Publications cotiCerning the Work of the League in connection with the 
Protection of Minoritiu. 

" 'The Secretary-General will publish annually in the Official Journal of the League 
statistics of: (1) the number of petitions received by the Secretariat during the year: 
(2) the number of petitions declared to be non-reeeivable ; (3) the number of petitions 
declared to be receivable and referred to Committees of Three; (4) the number of 
Committees and the number of meetings held by them to consider these petitions; 
(5) the number of petitions whose examination by a Committee of Three has been finished 
in the course of the year. 

" ' II. The present resolution will be communicated to the States which have 
accepted stipulations for the protection of minorities. · 

" '.III. 1.'he report.J?repared by the Japanese Representative as Rapporteur, with 
the assistance of the BritlSh and Spanish representatives (document C.C.M.l), including 
~he anne~es thereto, 1 toge~her. with th~ Minu~es of the meetings of the Council sitting 
m Coi~_~mJt~ for the exa~atwn of this questiOn and those of the present meeting of the 
Council, Will be commumcated to all the Members of the League. ' " · 

.. ~· DANDURAND wished to add to the last sentence of the resolution, which was as follows : 
Decides that the report . . . , ,together with the Minutes . . . , will be communicated 

to all the Members of the League , the two following words: "and published" . 

. G 
1 O~ervation'I!~ t~e ~?vhemll:'enta of Austria, Bulgaria, China, CzCC' hoslovakia, Estonia, Germany • 

Cr ""':' d'K~ry, VI&, at .uarua, the Netherlanda, Poland, Roumania, the Kingdom of the 8<-rbo, 
08 . at~ ovPnes, and SWitzerland, and alao the liat of communirationa from association• and 

organasa IODA. 
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. The SECRETARY-GENERAL reminded M. Dan_durand that, in any ease, accordin to tht~ 
ordmary procedure, the documents would be published in the Official Jovntal eopit>s ~f which 
would be commurucated to the Members of the League. ' 

!'I· D~NDURAND thought that there would be no objection to adding the words " and 
published • 

The PRESIDENT and M. ADATCI thought it superfluous to make this addition. 

M. DANDURAND found these words in the previous text of the draft resolution and 
conside~ed them to be.of use, for they ~ould mak~ it quite clear that, as soon as the Council had 
been setzed of the. Minutes of the p~vate meetmgs of the Committee and the acrompanying 
documents, the Minutes of the meetmgs of the Committee would be published, 

.. M. BRIA;rm .P~Opo~ed to su~stitute in the last paraf.l'aph of the report for the phrase: 
The Co~cil. s~ttrn~ m Com~ttee have agreed . • , ', the following: "The M~rub~rs of 

the Council Sittmg m Comnuttee have agreed . . . ". 

The amendment proposed by M; Briand waa adopted. 

Dr. STRESEMANN said that he would once again explain the point of view which he 
intended to present at the meeting of the Council, basing his statement on the discuHsions 
which had taken place that morning and on the report which had been communicated to 
him at the beginning of the afternoon. He had received a new report and he was not able to 
state his opinion upon all parts of it. In the belief that the Committee was preparing the way 
for the discussion which would take place in the Council, he desired to state the view whil·h 
he intended to express during that discussion. 

As he had ventured to say that morning, he intended to renew at the meeting of the 
Council the German request that the resolution adopted by the Council in 19211 eonct>rning 
the composition of the Committee of Three should be amended. The arguments whi"h he 
would present in support of that motion were well known to his colleagues, although unfortuna
tely they had not been endorsed by the Committee. Further, without explaining the problem 
once again in detail, he would study generally the situation which resulted from the partiul 
agreement achieved by the Committee. He would express his regret that the Committt>e hnd 
not been able to agree on the principles embodied in the German proposals. In particul11r, be 
would speak of the impossibility of defining to the satisfaction of all the membt>r& of the 
Committee the scope of the general guarantee embodied in the. first paragraph of Article 12 of 
the Minorities Treaties. That was the reason why no decision had been taken on the measures 
of organisation which should be adopted by the Council to ensure this general guarantee. 

He would state at the meeting of the Council that he could not consider the German 
proposals as having been finally rejected. It was perhaps desirable to allow for the fact that 
the Powers which were not represented on the Council but which took a spe<'ial intert'at in 
the question of minorities might express their views on the subject in the Asaembly and that, 
in consequence, the views of the Members of the League not represented on the Counl'il might 
be brought more closely into accord. . . . . 

If this hope were not realised, it would still be poss1ble to remedy th1s d1ver~rt•m:e of 
opinion by asking the Permanent Court of International Justice at The Hague for an advisory 
opinion on the interpretation of this point in the Minorities Treaties. 

Reserving for a later stage a final solution of the problem, he_ was happy to note that 
a whole series of special amendments which had been suggested lD the German proposals 
had been successfully made in the procedure. . . 

He had desired to express his view in all frankness so that n~ doubt ~1ght subs1st ae to 
the_position which he would take up in the Council if it were poss1~le f?r hun to approve the 
vanous points covered by the report. Though he had not summansed 1n a concrete proposal 
the suggestions which he had made that morning, and though he woul~ not formulate any 
such proposal for submission to the Council, he considered it all the more ll;Dportan~ t~ explam 
to the Council the point of view of the German Government on the question of prrnc1ple, and 
he would ask his colleagues to take note of the opinions which he bad expressed. 
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111. BRIAND said that he would have been happy if it ha~ been P?Ssible. not to resume in 
the Council a discussion on the substance of the problem w~IC.h had g~ven nse to a somewhat 
serious disagreement between Dr. Stresemann and. the maJorit;r ?f h1s colleagues. . 

If Dr. ::!tresemann took up the question again m the CounCJ.l, 1t seemed to M. Brmnd that 
it would be necessary to have a general debate. So f!lr as h1s country was concerned, he 
could not agree to be placed in the position of appearmg to oppose the p~ogress suggested 
by the representative of Germany. Dr. Strese!llann had assumed the pos1t10n of a defe!Jder 
of the minorities and that circumstance made 1t appear that the members of the Committee 
who were not of his opinion were their perse.cutors. M. Bria!Jd 'Yould be ?bliged,. in these 
circumstances, to make a general declaration m order to explam h1s own pomt of v1ew. 

He would pay a tribute to the loyalty of Dr. Str~semann, who ha~ taken care ~o. announce 
the position which he would take .up a~ the .meetmg of .the CounciL .The pos1t10n of ~he 
representative of France would be Identical w1th that wh1ch he had defmed at the mormng 
meeting. He. would be compelled, however, to emphasise. his declaration to the full ~xtent 
compatible w1th the atmosphere of courtesy and calm whwh should always characterise the 
meetings of the League. . . . . . 

Meanwhile, he felt bound to add an observatiOn. The Council, s1ttmg as a Committee 
on Minorities, had been presented with general principles rather than definite and concrete 
counter-proposals. 

As regarded the consultation of the Permanent Court of International Justice 
contemplated by Dr. Stresemann, he would confirm what he had said at the morning meeting. 

He hoped that his colleague, Dr. Stresemann, would endeavour to understand his point 
of view and not prolong, after the very long and delicate discussions which had taken place 
in the Council Committee regarding the problem of minorities, a debate which could not fail 
to be a source of irritation if it were constantly brought to the attention of the public. 

M. DANDURAND felt he might add an argument to t.hose a.dvanced by M. Briand. If it 
were understood that the Minutes of the meetings of the Council Committee would immediately 
be published, it seemed to him that, at the meeting in which the Council would examine the 
de.cisions of the Committee, Dr. Stresemann might be content with referring the public to those 
Minutes, since they very accurately and in great detail explained the attitude of the 
representative of Germany. This was an additional reason in favour of the addition he had 
proposed. · 

He was himself in the sal!ie position as I!r. Stresemann: Pers~nally, he did not feel 
called upon to make once agam m the Council the deelaratwn whiCh he had made in the 
Council Committee and which :would appear in the Minutes. 

M. TITULES<'O referred to the declaration which he had made at the third meeting and 
which he maintained in its entirety. . 

M. ZALESKI un~erstood .that the representative of Germany reserved the right not to 
a_ccept the report which h.ad JUSt been read when it was submitted to the Council. He would 
hke to know whether th1s was the case . 

. Dr. STRE8El1ANN .said that his colleague M. Briand had already expressed that morning a 
des1re that the Coun{ll) should b~ unanimous in its decisions. That afternoon M. Briand had 
gone even ~urth11r ar;td had des~red the Council to abandon all discussion. He 'himself, 
hhowev~r, WIShed. aga1~ to examme the situation of the Powers which could not approve all 
t e pomts contau~ed m the London report. . 

If. the Committee accepted t~e new report now submitted by the Rapporteur- and he 
~as disposed t.o do so after havmg carefully read again the las't sentence in page 4 undt>r 
otth3e Co~~~{~:i~t~ou~~ h~terstand 

1 
tdhat so~e might wish to see recorded in the discussions 

t 'd d . '. w IC. ey won have hked to find in the report and which had been 
~=P:!~e:ta~[~~g ::~t~i~hu~~o:sd lie had note~ with keen regret thet the proposal of the German 
any discussio~. a rawn attention, had been rejected by the Committee without 

He considered that if a proposal f 11 • h Council was discussed i~ the (' .1 tchare u Y Weig ed and presented by a member of the 
ounc1 , at member had a right to expect that the contrary 
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argumen:ts would !'t le~st be ~et forth in _the debate. Fo_r that reason, he fe\t bound to dedare 
that he mtende~ m this speCial.case to m~orm the public that the representative of Germany 
had defended this thesis and agam to.subm~t the arguments which might be urged in its support. 

On the ~ther hand, ~e had no mtentwn of .subm_itting a draft re~olution at the nu>t>ting 
of the CounCil. In a certam sense, however, the discu8swns of tht>Comnuttee wereparlinmentary 
discussions ~etween. the ~epres~ntat~ves of States. If he consented to accppt a n•port which 
as a whole did not give him satisfacti~m, he must at lt>ast be abll', in conformity with estai•lisht'd 
custom, to state !hat he accepted It, though there were questions whi<·h he would like to 
have seen settled m another way, and to make a clt'ar declaration in the 8t'nse whkh he hnd 
already defined at the morning meeting to the effect that, in his opinion further amendment 
was not finally and forever excluded. ' 

. The Committee was not in a. posi_tion, ~s he had VI'':It.ured to state, to dl'prive the l'owers 
whwh had ~ot been present a~ Its di~{'US8IOns of the rJI(ht to t>xprl'ss their opinion on these 
matters. HIS colleague, l'tl. Bnand, might rest assurt'd that, after the statem~>nt whic•h would 
be made to the Council by the representative of Germany, be would have no nl'l'd to tiMe his 
eloquence in support of his arguments. Moreover, as rt>garded the pro<•<'dure of thP Coun{'il, 
he did not think that any discussion could be rPgard<·d as a sin against tht> holy spirit. of the 
J,eague of Nat. ions. 

As he had alrt>ady stated, he intendecl to approve the rf'port. lie tbouvbt, howEWl'r, that 
good faith required him to decl11re that he would explain his adherence~ ~ummuriRinll with a 
view to the futurt> the wishes of the German Government and leaving opPn thP po~Ribility of 
again submitting its views. 

M. DANDURAND said he would like to know what would be done hy the Committee with 
his proposal to insert the two word~ " and published ". 

M. AlHTCI said he still thought that this adclition was unnecessary aR suf'h publication 
was already the usual practice. In order, however, to satisfy the rt'presentative of Canada, 
he accepted the addition. He had consulted his two colleagues on the Committee of Three 
on the subject. 

The PREKIDEN'l' observed that anything which was useless was to some extent dangerous. 

M. ZAI,m<KI thought he was t>ntitled to take up a similar posit.ion to that of Dr. Btrt'sl'mann. 
He associated himself entirely with the declaration which M. Titulesco. hud made at the 

previous meeting of the Committee. In other words, he regarded the .concluHtons of the r~port, 
as originally submitted by the Committee of Three to the Committee of the Council, as 
indissolubly bound up with the principles embodied in !he first part of t~e r.e~o.rt. ThPRe 
conclusions and principles constituted, in the opinion of his Government, an mdiVI~Ihle whole. 

111. TITULESCO wished to be sure that the resolution at present before the Committee of 
the Council did not in any way invalidate the resolution of the ('ouncil of March 6th, 1929. 

M. ADATCI assured M. Titulesco that such was the case. 
He wondered after having reflected upon the amendment proposed by M. Dand!lrand, 

whether it would 'not be wiser and more explicit to make the proposed amendment m the 
following terms : " and published in accordance with practice ". 

The SECRETARY-GENERAL also thought that, as such publication _was customary, the 
addition of the words "in accordance with practice " was no~ only advisable but necesHary. 

The amendment proposed by M. Dandurand waa adopted by the Commi.ttee ot the C011ncil 
with the amendment suggested by M . .Adatci, in the foUowing form: "and publt~hed '"accordance 
with practice ". 

M. DANDURAND wondered whether it would be possi~le to refer to th!s discussion and 
to the discussions of the previous meetings of the Committee of the Council, as though they 
had taken place within the Council. 
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The S~;cRETARY-GENERAL said that this would be so. As soon as t~e members of the 
Committee had sent their corrections and the ~Iinutes bad been d~afted l:ll their final fol'lll 
they would be placed at the disposal of each member of the Council. .This would doubtless 
be done by Thursday. The Minutes would, of course, eventually be prmted. 

M. ZALERKI asked his colleagues whether they ha~ an;v objection to .~dopting ~he following 
slight amendment : in Section 2 of the draft resolutiOn It was stated th~ President of the 
Council may if he deems it opportune, invite four members of the Counml . - . " Might 
not the follo~ing text be substitued: "the President of the Council may, in exceptional cases 
invite four members . . . " 

M. A.DA•rcr thought that the word " opportune " was sufficiently comprehensive to meet 
the exceptional cases which M. Zaleski desired to cover. He did not, however, see any objection 
to accepting the proposed amendment. 

Th~ amendment proposed by M. Zaleski waa adopted. 

The PRESIDENT noted that all the members of the Council Committee were agreed that 
the document thus amended should he submitted to the Council. 

The draft reporl.and resolution were adopted, subject to the above amend1nenta. 

M. ADATCI thought that, when the Council had formally adopted the draft report and 
resolution, the new rules and improvements there embodied would come immediately ioto 
force. He would ask his colleagues for their views on this subject. 

. The Committee decided that the draft resolution would come into force aa aoon aa it had betm 
adopted u a resolution of the Council. 

Appendix I. 
C.C.M.3. 

SUMMARY OF THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE 
INSTITUTED BY THE COUNCIL RESOLUTION OF ~lARCH 7TH, 1929 . 

. ~he Comm~ttee of Three, consisting of the representatives of Japan (Rapporteur), Great 
Britam and ~pam, has the_honour to communicate hereunder to the members of the Committee 
of the Council the concluswns that may be drawn from its report, dated May 18th, 1929. 

I. Oonditiona for the Acceptance of Petitions. 

h 
~en a pe_tition re~c~es the Secretariat, the Secretary-General decides whether it satisfies 

t e fn•e followmg conditiOns of the acceptance of petitions laid down by the Council on 
September 5th, 1923 : 

(f!-) They must have in view the protection of minorities in accordance with the · 
Treaties; 

(b) In pa~t~cular, th_ey must not be submitted in the form of a request for the 
~ttwferance of politiCal relatwns between the minority in question and the State of which 
1 orms a part ; 

(c) They must not emanate from an anonymous or unauthenticated source; 
(d) They must abstain from violent language. 

the a(:~ject~~ya mp~:~i~~n~~~mi~ttordmtatithon or r~fer to facts which have not recently been 
1 e o e ordmary procedure. 
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2. PosBible Revision of lite Dedltima regarding ..4.oo..-ptan<."f. 

If th~ Secretary-General:s decisi~n on this point is disputed by the Govemment conl't'rned 
the questiOn of acceptance 1s submitted to the judgment of the Prt>sident of the Council 
If the Government concemed so reque~ts, the question is reft>rrt>d to the Council itNell. · 

3. Communication with th11 Petitioner~ regarding AC("eptanre or Oth,.,.1rise. 

Unde~ _the. present system, ~o. communication regarding the accephml-e or otlll'rwiAe 
of the petitiOn Is made to the petltwners. 

According to the conclusions of the (_Jommittee's report, when a petition is declared to 
be unacceptable, the Secretary-General will so inform the petitioner nod will if n~>l'ellllllry 
communicate the text of the conditions of aec~ptance. ' ' ' 

4. Communicatio·n with the Government concerned; 

When a petition has been declared to be acceptable, it is communicated by the Sel•retary
General to the Government concemed for any observations the lat.ter may desire to make 
except in special or extremely urgent cases or when the petition emanates from the Governmt>nt 
of a State Member of the League. In that case, the petition is communicated direet to the 
Members of the Council, and at the same time to the Governmt>nt con<-~>rned. , 

5. Communication of Petitions to the M ember• of the Co11fteil. 

Petitions are communicated to the Members of the Council for information. 1'hl'y are 
accompanied by the observations, if any, of the Governm~>nt concerned. 

6. Communication to the M ember• of the League and Publicati011 of tht Prtititm and the 
Observations, if any, of the Gooernment C011Cerned. 

This may take place at the request of the Government concerned or in pursuance of a 
Council resolution. 

Any State Member of the League may, at its request, be furnished by the Secretariat 
both with the petitions and with the observations which are communicated to the Members 
of the Council themselves. Once such a request has been made, it need never be repeated, 
as the applicant Stat.e will then regularly receive the petitions and observations und~>r 
consideration. 

7. · Composition of the Committee of Three. 

Petitions declared to be acceptable are examined by a commi~tee consisting o~ the Acti!1g 
President of the Council and two other Members of the Connell selected by h1m. By JtM 
resolution of June lOth, 1925, the Council decided: 

" I. If the Acting President of the Council is : 
" The representative of the State of which the persons belonging to the minority 

in question are subjects, or . 
" The representative of a neighbouring State of t.he State to _which the periiODM 

belonging to the minority in question are subject, or . 
" The representative of a State the majority of whose popu~tJon belonl!', fr~m 

the ethnical point of view, to the same people as the persons b~>lougmg to the nunont.y 
in question, 

" That the duty which falls upon the President of the Council in aecordance with 
the terms of the resolution of October 25th, 1920, ahall be performed by the l\IAem~r 
of the Council who exercised the duties of Prt>sident immediately befort' the ctmg 
Pr~>sident, and who is not in the same position. 
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" 11 The President of the Council, in appointing two o~ his ~olleagues in conformity 
with th~ resolution of October 25th, 1920, shall not '!-PP~IDt. either t~e represe~~:tative 
of the State to which the persons belonging to the mmor~ty m questiOn are subJe~t or 
the representative of a State neighbouring the State to whu;h these persons are subJ~ct, 
or the representative of a State a majority of whos~ popula_tw~, belong, from.theethmcal 
point of view, to the same people as the persons m questiOn. 

(8) Examination of Petitions by the Committees of Three. 

The object of this examination is to as~~tain whe.ther there ~s a~y need for one or more 
Members of the Council to call the Councils attentiOn to an 1~frmgem~nt ~~ threate'!ed 
infringement of any of the provisions laid d~wn for t~e protectiOn .of mmor1t1es. Dunng 
this examination, every member of the Committee remams compl~~ely free ;_regardless of the 
opinion of his colleagues, he retains his right to rail the Counml s attentiOn to any fact, 
as provided in the treaties. 

(9) Freqttency of 11/eetings of the Committees of Three. 

Under the present system, these meetings generally coincide with the sessions of the 
Council. . The members of a Committee of Three are at liberty to decide to hold a meeting 
in the interval between Council sessions, if at any time they consider it desirable to do so for the 
purpose of examining any particular petition. . 

The Committt.ee considers that there is every advantage in the present procedure, which 
since the meetings coincide with the Council sessions, enables the Members of the Council 
to attend the Committees of Three in person. The Committee thinks it well, however, that 
the Committees of Three should bear in mind the possibility of holding meetings in the intervals 
between Council sessions. 

( 10) Communications eoncerning the Action taken on Petitions by the Committees of 1'hm. 

Under the present system, unless the question is to be placed on the Council's agenda, 
no c-ommunication of this kind is made. 

According to the Committee's conclusions, when the members of the Committee of Three 
have ended the e.xamination of a question without asking that it be placed on the Council's 
agenda they will communicate the result of their examination by letter to the other Members 
of the Council for their information. 

According to the Committee's conclusions, the Secretary-General will also distribute 
once a year to all the Members of the Council, for information, a document reproducing the 
letters addressed during the year, as described above, by the various Minorities Committees 
to the Members of the Council. . 

(11) Pttblication of the Reault of the Examination of a Question by a Committee of 1'hree. 

Under the ~resent system, a Committee of Three may, with the consent of the Government 
conr-erned, pubhsh the result of its examination. 

T~e Committee has noted this possibility, and according to its conclusions, every 
Committee of ~hree should bear it carefully in mind. 

. The. Comnuttee earnestly h~pe~ that the Governments concerned will, whenever possible, 
g1ve !heir consent to such publicatiOn. The document published might be either the above
mentiOned letter from the Committee of Three informing the other Members of the Council 
or any other text that might seem suitable. ' 

(12) Regular Annual Publications concerning the Work of the Leagtte -in connection with the 
Protection of M inoritiea. . 

. Under. the P!Chsen~ sys_tt;m, only the discuAsions and decisions of the Council and Assembly 
m <·onnectwn Wit mmor1hes are made public. . 
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According to the Committee's conclu~ions, thi• measure of puhlil'ity should ht> MUJlJllt'm!'nh•d 
as follows: 

The Secretary-Genera~ ~ill publi~h annually, in the Vffil-ial Jounral of the Lt>ugu<', stutist.it·s 
of: (1) ~he number of petitions received by the Secretariat during the yl'nr; (:!) the numbl'r 
of petitiOns declared ~o be unacceptable ; (3) the numbPr of petitions dt>clarPd to bt> ot•ceptublt> 
and referred to Committees of Three ; ( 4) the number of Commit.tet>s and tht> numllf'r of lll~>t•tingK 
held by them to con8ider the petitions in quPstion . 

• • * 
Apart from the ~ore~~ing concl.usions, the .Committee prefers not to objtwt to a' t•!'rtoin 

enlargement of the Mmor1t1es Committees- wh1ch at present consist of the thrt>e ml'mbt•rs
should this be generally desired. It expresses the opinion, howen•r, thnt, the smnllt•r thP8t• 
Committees, the greater will be the prospect of satisfactory results from the informal Px<·hong••• 
of views with the Governments concerned. 

This is a point to which the Committee merely draws the Council's aUI'ntion. 
The Committee has adopted the same attitude in regard to the point whPtht>r, on"e till' 

examination of a question by the Committee of Three is at an end, the Secretury·GI'IlPI'ul 
should inform the petitioner that no Member of the Council has brought the mutter 11·hi<·h 
forms the subject of the petition to the Council's notice .. The ('ommittee's rPaRon fnr nnt · 
making any recommendation on this point is that, in most caRI'R, the fac•t of the petiti011<'r'• 
receiving a communication stating that the question raised has not been Jllnced on the 
Council's agenda might produce the false impression that nothing has bPen done; wh••re11s, 
as has been shown above, the Members of the Council delegated to examine a pet.ition fre<JU<•ntl~·, 
without needing to bring the question to the Council's notice, prevail upon tht> Uovernml'nt 
concerned to take measures favourable to the membt'rs of the minorit.i!'R. 

Appendix 2. 

C.C.l\1.4. 

STATEJIIENT AND DRAFT RESOLt:TION BY lfiK EXCEI.I.K'ICY 1\J. AllATCI. 

The Rapporteur desires to communicate to the l\lembPrs of the Council in Committ .. e 
the following statement, together with a dmft resolution designed to facilitate the discu"•ion 
which will take place at the meeting arranged for the morning of the 11 tb in•t . 

• • • 
By its resolution of March 7th, the Council instructed its Rapporte1;1r and th." reJ,r•·•l'nl.lJtivu 

of Great Britain and Spain to submit a report to it for its June sess10n. Th1s doeumt'nt 1\'DK 
distributed to the Members of the Council on May 18th (document C.C.l\1.1.). . . 

In the same resolution, the Council decided t~ sit in Vommittee before thl' openmg of 1b 
June session in order to make a first examination of the rPport. It met for that purpose on 
June 6th· the report was read and the Members of the Council in Committee prO<.eeded to a 
general e~change of vie'Wl!. The Members of the Co.uncil the~eafter DI.'T~ed t? ask . the 
Rapporteur and his two collea~n~es to draw up the conclusiOnS of thc•rr rPp~rt. 'I hPse conclusaom~ 
~ere examined on June 8th by the Council in. Committee, and ~ere revu;ed n,nd a~provP<i ~y 
1t. The document containing the text as ri'Vlsed by the Comm1ttee of the ( mmul haM betn 
distributed (documl'nt C.C.M.3(1)). • . 

This text contains, in addition to an account of the prPI!I'nt proc~durl' of t~1e Council for 
an examination of minorities petitions, a number of propo~als desagned ~o 1mprove that 
procedure in various reRpects. It would, I think, be very deR1rahle for thP ( oun<'al to take a 
formal resolution adopting thesl' proposals. 
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Before submitting a draft re~olution to that ef_feet I would say tl~at, although I ear~estiy 
hope that the Council will unanimously accept ~h1s text, I fully reahse that such '!'Dammity 
will not mean that all the members of the Council accept the whole of the report whiCh I have 
had the honour to prepare with the assistance of the representatives of Great Britain and 
Spain. . 

As one of the authors of the report, I was partiCularly glad to hear several Members of 
the Council declare themselves prepared to adopt it as a whole ; but I find, also, that some of 
my colleagues are only prepared to adopt a resolution containing the propose~ additi?ns to 
the preRent procedure. The views of my severa~ coUeagues have been se.t forth m the ~mutes 
of the Council in Committee. I hope that their WIShes may be met If, together With the 
resolution which the Council, as I also hope, will adopt unanimously, we publish the report 
submitted to the Council and also the Minutes of the Council Committee by which the report 
was discussed. · · 

I think that, if the statements made by my colleagues on the Council in Committee are 
duly noted, and if those statements, as suggested above, are published together with the 
Council's resolution, the }!embers of the Council may unanimously accept the following draft 
resolution : 

" The Council : 
" Having taken note of the report which it requested the representatives of &rea' 

Britain and Spain to prepare in co-operation with the representative of Japan, the 
Rapporteur for minorities questions ; 

" Having taken note of the statements contained in the Minutes of the Council 
sitting in Committee for a first examination of that report ; · 

" Decides to add to the provisions contained in its previous resolutions regarding 
the procedure for the_ examination of petitions from minorities the foUowing provisions: 

" I. Conditions for the .Acceptance of Petitions. 

" When the Secretary-General declares a petition unacceptable, he will inform 
the petitioner and, if necessary, will communicate to him the Council resolution of 
September 5th, 1923, laying· down the conditions for the acceptance of petitions 
from minorities. . · 

"2. Composition of Minorities Committees. 

"The President of the Council may, when he thinks fit, invite four Members 
of the Council instead of two to examine petitions from minorities as provided for 
by the Council resolution of October 25th, 1920. 

" 3. Frequency of the Meetings of the Minorities Committees, 

" T~e Council considers that it would be desirable for Minorities Committee» 
to t_ake mto account ~he possibility of holding meetings in the intervals between 
~es~10_ns of th~ ~ounml, whenever they think it desirable for the examination of 
mdiVIdual petitions. 

4. Communications concerning the .Action taken on Petitions by the Committee of Three, 

".(a). When the members of the Committee of Three have terminated the 
examm~t10n of a q~estion, without asking that it be placed on the Council's agenda 
they will commumca~ the re_s~t of their examination by letter to the other 
Members of the Council for their Information. The Secretary-General will keep the 
relev.~nt documents at the disposal of the Members of the Council. 

(b) T_he Secretary-General will distribute once a year to all the Members 
~f t_he Chunml for their i'!-formation a document reproducing the letters addressed 

urmg t e year, as de~cr1bed above by the various Minorities Committees to the 
Members of the Council. 
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6. Publication oftlr.e ReauU ofllr.e Examination of a Que1ti"'' bJ • Com111iUu- of Tltm•. 

" The Minorities Committees should bear carefully in mind the possibility of 
publishing, with the consent of the Government concerned, the result of the 
examination of the 9uestions submitted to them. The Council Parnestly hoptlll that 
the Governments will, whenever possible, give their const>nt to such publi011tions. 
Publication might be effected through the Official JouNtal, and the docunwnt-'1 
published might be the above-mentioned letter from the l\linoritiPs Committee 
informing the other .Members of the Council, or any other text that might seem 
suitable. 

" 6. Regular A!mual Publications ronceNting lite Work of tltt L~ag·ut i11 I'Ofiiii'Ciio11 
witlr. the Protection of M inoriliea. 

"The Secretary-General will publish annually in the Otfirial Jowrnal of the 
· League statistics of: (1) the number of petitions rect>ived by the SO<•retariat during 

the year; (2) the number of petitions declared to be non-receivable; (3) the numbt•r 
of petitions declared to be receivable and referred to Committees of Three; (4) the 
number of Committees and the number of meetings held by them to conMider the 
petitions in question: (5) the number of petition& the examination of which by a 
Committee of Three has been terminated in the course of the year. 

" The Council decides to communicate the present re~olution to t.he Statea 
which have accepted provisions or made declarations with a view to the proteotion 
of minorities. " 
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INTRODUCTION. 

'l'he. represe~tative of Japan, a.s Rapporteur, and the represtmtatives of Gn<ut Britain 
and Spn:m, app01.nted by the Council to co-operate in the preparation of the present report 
held a fll'st meetmg on ~larch 8th, 1929, at Geneva. They met aguin in I.ondon from Aprii 
29th to May 4th. 

The Committee has received a certain number of sugg('stions contuin('d in memomnda 
sent to it ~y the ~overnments of the following countries: Austria, Rulg11ria, China, 
Czechosl?vak1~, Estoma, Germany, Greece, Hun~:ary, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlunds, Polund, 
Roumama, Kmgdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slonnes, Kwitzerland. 

It takes this opportunity of thanking these Governments for the ht>lp they have thu• 
given it in pe~orming a very difficult task. 

The Comm1ttee has also taken note of various communications from a ct>rtuin number 
of associations and organisations : it desires to thank these also for the suggestions they have 
made. 

In the sub-annexes to the present report will be found copitls of the cornmunit•ationM 
received from the Governments (Sub-Annex I), togeth('r with a list of those emanating from 
various associations and organiRations (Sub-Annex II). 

Port I. 

I. INTERNATIONAL INSTRUMENTS CONTAINING CJ,AU::IE~ I'LAI'IW UNIJElt 
THE GUARANTEE OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIO~R. 

The international instruments at present in force containing stipulations for the prot{'ction 
of minorities placed under the guarantee of the L('ague of Nations may be l'la••ified n• followR: 

1. "Minorities" Treaties signed at Paris during the Pea<·e Confern~'· 

. (1) ~rreaty between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and Poland, "i~-tned 
at Versailles on June 28th, 1919. 

(2) Treaty between the Principal Allied ~nd A~sociated Pow~r~ and tbe K lngdom 
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 8igned at St. Gerrnam-en-J.aye on Septembflr 1Oth, 1919. 

(3) Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated PowerK and ('zl<('ho•lovakiu, 
signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on 1:\eptember lOth, 1919. 

(4) Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated Power. and Houmania, 
signed at Paris on December 9th, 1919. 

(5) Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated Power• and Grt'N't', MiJ(ni'd 
at. Sevres on August lOth, 1920. · 

2. Spel'ial Chapters iMerted i·n the General TreatieN of Peare: 

(1) Treaty of Peace with Austria, signed at St. Germain-en-J.aye on Hfoptembt•r lHth, 
1919 (Part III, Section V, Articles 62 to 69). 

(2) Treaty of Peace with BulgariB, signed at X enilly-•ur-Seine on N O\'t•rnher 27th, 
1919 (Part III, Section IV, Articles 49 to 67). 

(3) Treaty of Peace with Hungary, ~igned at Trianon on June 4th, 1920 (Part Ill, 
Section VI, Artil'les 54 to 60). 

(4) Treaty of Peace with Turkey, MignPd nt Lan•onne on .July 2lth, 19:!.3 Wart I, 
Section III, Articles 37 to 45). 
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3. Special Chapter• inserted in other Treatie,. • 

(1) Germano-Polish Convention on Upper f?ilegia, dated May 15th, 1922 (Pa~t III), 
· (2) Convention concernin!! the Memel Territory, dated M_ay 8th, 1924 (ArtiCle II, 
and ArticleA 26 and 27 of the St-atute annexed to the Convent10n). 

4. Derlarations made before the Coutt,-il of the Leaau~ of NalitlfiB. 

(1) Declaration by Albania, dated October 2nd, 1921. 
(2) Declaration by Estonia, dated September 17th, 1923. 
(3) Declaration by Finland (in respect of the Aland Island8), dated June 27th, 1921. 
(4) Declaration by Latvia, dated July 7th, 1923. 
(5) Declaration by I.itbnania, dated May 12th, 1922. 

II. ORIGIN AND PURPOSE OF THE MINORITIES TREATIES. 

The origin and purpose of these Treaties is clearly and authoritatively explained in the 
lo•tter addressed by M. Clemenceau on June 24th, 1919, toM. Paderewski, when he communi
cated to him in its final form the text of the Polish Treaty.1 The relevant passages of the 
text of that letter are as follow: · 

" In formally communicating to you the final decision of the Principal Allied and 
AHsociated Powers in this matter, I should desire to take this opportunity of explaining 
in a more formal manner than has hitherto been done the considerations by which the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers have been guided in dealing with the question. 

" 1. In the first place, I would, point out that this Treaty does not constitute any 
fresh departure. It has for long been the established procedure of the public law of 
Europe that, when a State is created, or even when large accessions of territory are made 
to an established State, the joint and formal recognition by the Great Powers should 
be accompanied by the requirement that such State should, in the form of a binding 
international convention, undertake to comply with certain principles of government. 
This principle, for which there are numerous other precedents, received the most explicit 
sanction when, at the last great assembly of European Powers- the Congress of Berlin 
- the sovereignty and indepPndenr.e of Serbia, Montenegro, and Roumania were 
recognised. 
• • • • • • • • • o • • • • • • • • • • • o • • • • • • o • I • 0 0 I • 0 e 0 I 

"2. The Principal Allied and Associated Powers are of opinion that they would be 
false to the responsibility which rests upon them if on this occasion they departed from 
what has become an established tradition. In this connection, I must also recall to your 
considerat-ion the fact that it is to the endeavours and sacrifices of the Powers in whose 
na';De I am ~ddre~s!ng you tha~ the Polis?- nation owes the recovery of its independen~
lt IS by theJr dec1s1on that Polish sovereignty is being re-established over the territones 
in 9uestio~ and t~at the inhabitants of these territories are being incorporated in the 
Polish natwn. It 1s on the support which the resources of these Powers will afford to the 
League. of Nations that,_ for. the future, Poland will to a large extent depend for the se~ure 
pos_sesswn of these terr1tor1es. There rests, therefore, upon these Powers an obligatwn, 
wh1ch th~y cann~t ev!lde, to s_ecure in the most permanent and solemn form guarantees 
for certam essential r1ghts whJCh will afford to the inhabitants the necessary protection 
whatever changes may take place in the internal constitution of the Polish State. 

"It is in accordance with this obligation that Clause 93 was inserted in the Treaty of 
Peace with _Ge~many. This clause relates only to Poland, but a similar clau~e applies 
the same prmCJples to Czecho81ovakia, and other clauses have been inserted in the Treaty 

• 
1 Minnteo of the third meeting of the second session of the Council of the League of N atioll8, held 

m London on February 12th, 1920, page 67. 
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of Peace ~th .A~stria a.nd :Will be. inserted in those with Hungary and with Bulgaria, 
under. whwh .similar obhgatu~ns will be ~ndertaken by othPr ~tatl's whit•b under thostl 
Trea~Ies receiv~ larg~ acctlssions of tel'l_'ltory. 

The consideratiOn of th~se facts will be sufficient to show that by the re11 uil't'mt•nt 
addres~e.d to Poland at the. time when. it receives in the most soiPr~n m11nnllr the joint 
reco~ItiOn of th~ re-estabhs~ment .of Its so~ereignt.y and independt'nce and whton lt1rgt~ 
accessw~s of tern tory. are berng assigned to It, no doubt is thrown upon the sincerity of 
th~ ~esrre of. th~ Poh~h . Government and the Polish nation to maintain the J.."t•nt~rul 
priDcrples of JU~tiCe and liberty. Any such doubt would hE' far from tltE' intention of thll 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

"3. It is indeed true that the new Treaty differs in form fi·om earlier ConventimtM 
dealin~ with similar matters. The ~hange of form is a necessary consequence and 1m 
essential part of the new systt'm of mtl'rnational relations which is now bt~ing built up 
by the establi~hment .of.the Lea~e of Nations. l!nder the oldt~r systt'm the guurunttoe 
for the execut~on of ~Imliar ~rov~sions "!as veste~ m the Great Powers. Experitmce hns 
shown that this was m practice meffectJve, and rt was also open to the eriticism thnt it 
might give to the Great Powers, either individually or in combinntion, a ri~:ht to int~>rftll't' 
in the internal constitution of the States affected which could be used for politit•nl purpost's, 
Under the new system, the guarantee is entrusted to the League of Nations. The cluu•t•s 
dealing with this guarantee have been carefully drafted so as to make it c.lenr thut l'oland 
will not be in any way under the tutl'lage of those Powers who are signatories t.o the 
Treaty. 

" I should desire, moreover, to point out to you that proviKion has bt•l'n in~t>rted 
in the Treaty by which disputes arising out of its provisions may be brou~:ht before the 
Coll.l't of the League of Nations. In this way differenct's which might arise will be removed 
from the political sphere and placed in the hands of a judicial coll.l't, and it is hoped thut 
thereby an impartial decision will be facilitated, while at the same time any danger of 
political interference by the Powers in the internal affairs of Poland will be avoidt'd. " 

Further information is given in a speech by President Wilson on May 31st, 19111, at a 
plenary session of the Peace Conference : 1 

"We are trying to make a peaceful settlement, that is to say, to eliminate those 
elements of distll.l'bance, so far as possible, which may interfere with the peace of the 
world, and we are trying to make an equitable distribution of territories according to th11 
race, the ethnographical character of the people inhabiting those territoriPM. 

" And back of that lies this fundamentally important fact that, when the dt't'i~iont 
are made, the Allied and Associated Powers guar~ntee to maintui~ the~. It is perr ... ctly 
evident, upon a moment's reflection, that the chwf bll.l'den of thetr nuuntenance wtllall 
upon the greater Powers. The ehief bll.l'den of the war fell upon the grPater Powe1 s, 
and if it had not been for their action, their military action, we would not be he~e to Ht•ttle 
these questions. And, therefore, we must not close our eyes to .thP fact th.at, m the laHt. 
analysis, the military and naval strength of the Grt'at Powers wtll be the fmal guamntee 
of the peace of the world. · 

"In those circumstances is it unreasonable and unjuHt that, not aH di<:tatorH hut aM 

friends, the Great Powers sh~uld say to their associates: 'We cannot afford to guarantee 
territorial settlements which we do not believe to be right, and we cannot a~o.'l'ee to l<•ave 
elements of distll.l'bance unremoved, which we believe will disttrrb the pence of the world ' f 

" Take the riuhts of minorities. Nothing, I ventlll'e to Hay, is more likely to di•turh 
the peace of the .:orld than the treatment which might in certain circumstances be mPted 
out to minorities. And therefore if the Great PowerM are to guarantee the peace of the 
world in any sense is it'unl'ust th~t they should be satisfied that the propPr and n•~ct'•sary 

' . guarantet' has been given. . . . . . 

1 "A History of the Peace Confert'nce of Paria ",edited by H. W. V. T~mpnloy, Vol. V., page 130. 
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Co~enant of the League of Nat ions. 

It was in the discussion on the Covenant of the League o! Nations that the first prop?sala 
were made for dealing with this question. In one of the earlier drafts prepared by President 
Wilson, he had inserted a clause as follows : 

" The Lea,.,ue of Nations shall require all new States to bind themselves as a condition 
precedent to their !eco~~itio~ a_s ind~pendent ~r _au~o~omous States to accord to all 
racial or national mmont1es w1thm their several Jur!sdwtwns exactly the same treatment 
and security, both in law and in fact, that is accorded the racial or national majority 
of their people.'' 1 

Here it will be seen we have clParly laid down the principle on which the Minoritiea 
Treaties ~ere e~entually to be based. In a later draft, also emanating from President Wilson, 
an additional :uticle is proposed : 

.. Uecognising religious persecution and intolera!Ice as fertile sources of war, the 
Powers signatory hereto agree, and the League of Natwns shall exact from all new States 
and all States seeking admission to it, the promise that they will make no law prohibiting 
or interfering with the free exercise of religion, and that they will in no way discriminate, 
either in law or in fact, against those who practice any particular creed, religion or belief 
whose practices are not inconsistent with public order or public morals." 1 

These articles were not included in the agreed draft brought forward by the American 
and British delegations (the Hurst-Miller draft\, which is the basis of the Covenant. 

At a later stage, a new clause was proposed by J,ord Robert Cecil : · 

" Uecognising religious persecution and intolerance as fertile sources of war, the 
High Contracting Parties agree that political unrest arising therefrom is a matter of 
concern to the League and auth01·ise the Executive Council, wherever it is of opinion 
that the peace of the world is threatened by the illiberal action of the Government of 
any State t.owards the adherpnts of any particular creed, religion or belief, to make such 
repres~>ntations or take such ot.her steps as will put an end to the evil in question." 1 

'fhis clause was at first supported by President Wilson and was the subject of discussion 
in the Commission and in a Sub-Committee, but was eventually rejected by a very largl' majority. 
It is to be noted that, in the final division, neither the British nor the American delegation voted 
for its inclusion. These proposals are of some importance in connection with similar proposals 
which have been made at a. later period. They show that, in the original drafting of the Covenant 
full considt•ration had been given to the suggestion that the principle of religious toleration and 
raci~l equ~lity s~wuld be inch._Ided i~ the Covenant. of the Learue itself, l.mt that on furthPr 
eons1deratwn th1s was found Impossible, or at any rate undesirable. 

If, however, all pro1•i8ions of this nature were to be excluded from the text of the 
Cm·e_n~nt, the. nat.ural course. woul~ be, following the precedent of 1878, to include such 
pro\'tswn a~ m1~:ht_appea! d~s1rable m the tr~aties by which the new States were constituted, 
and by wh1ch. t~e1r tem!.ones. were determmed. But, although the question was discussed 
by the Comnms1ons dealing With these _questions, this procPdure was not, in fact, adopted, 
~nd the matte~ was left to be dea~t w1th at a later stage. This decision was to have an 
Importance whiCh probably at the ~~~ne was _scar~ely realised. Under what may be called the 
more n?rmal pr~ced_u~e, such proviSions as. 1t m1gh~ seem necessary to require regardin~ ~he 
protectJ~n ?f mmoritles would ha\"e been mserted m the main Treaties of Peace contammg 
the tem~or1al settlement; these clauses would ha¥e followed immediately after the territorial 
<·!ansi's, m the same place as thosl' dealing with the right of option, and in this case the 

. 
1 "The Drafting of the Covenant", hy David Hunter Miller, Vol. II page 91. 
1 I brd, Vol. II, page 106. ' 
1 I bid, Vol. II, pag<• 555. 
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immediate and necessary rela~ionship of the obligations imposed with the transference of 
territory would have been obVIous and unmistakable. . 

It '!as ~'?t until ~ay 1919 ~h~t the wor~ of drafting the provisions to be embodit'd in 
the Minont1es Tr~at1es was defm_1tely taken m hand. The first of these Treati~>s to be drafted 
was th~ Treaty w1th Poland, W~IC~ th_us bec!'me the occasion on which the principles at i8sue 
were dl8cussed. From the begmnrng 1t was rntended that the Treaties for the different l::!t.att'l 
co~cerned should b~ as n~arly as possible ident_i~al ; ~he Polish Treaty was the pat.tt•rn to 
which the others- rncluding the analogous provlSlons m the Treat it's of St Germain N euilly 
Trianon and Lausanne- afterwards conformed. · ' ' 

It must. at once be pla~d ~n record that it was no part of the purpose of the authors 
of the Treaties t'? set -out prrnc1ples of gove~nment which should be of univer~al obligation. 
They ~ever considered or professed to co~s1der the general principle of religious toleration 
as af!ph~able to all States of the world,_ nor d1d they lay down any general principles of univers1,J 
applicatiOn !or the ~~vernment of alien people.s who might be included within the territory 
or the coloma! domrnwns of all StateR. Anythmg of the kind would have be~>n quite outRide 
the scope and powers of the Peace Conference ; if anything of this kind hnd bePn done it 
could only have been in connection with t.he drafting of the Covenant of the Lea"ue of Nnti~na 
and as we have seen, it was there deliberately rejected. What the Conferen~ had to deal 
with was a number of problems which were purely local, which arose onlv in certnin specified 
districts of Europe, but which at the same time, in view of the politieal conditions of the 
moment, were serious, urgent and could not be neglected. 

8a11clioM fM' the Treatiu. 

The most important innovation in these Treaties as compared with the similar obligations 
imposed in the past is to be found in the guarantee of the League of Nations. Practical 
experience had shown that the older system was both unsuitable and ineffective. The reason 
for this was that the obligat.ions of, for instance, the Kingdom of Roumania were undertaken 
to those States which were signatories to the Treaty of Berlin. This had two results. In the 
first place, it would give to any individual one of these States, if it so deosired, the right to 
intervene in a hostile spirit in the international affairs of the Kingdom. At the same time, 
no provision had been made for impartial consideration of the complex points which might 
easily arise as to whether in fact the provisions of the Treaty were being ob!lerved. Experienctll 
under the previous treaty arrangements proved that it was necessary to make provision for 
the impartial determination as to whether or not there had been violation of the treaties. 
For the first time, this was rendered possible by the institution of the League of Nations 
and the proposed establishment of the Court of International Justice. 

Secondly, if it were the case that a violation of the Treaties had been established, it was 
most unsatisfactory that the right and oblig-ation to enforce compliance should be le_rt. in the 
hands of individual States. Ultimately, under the older system there was no prov1s1on for 
the enforcement of contractual obligations except acts of force culminating in war, a fact 
which on the one hand went far to render the stipulations ineffective and on the other involved 
the grave danger that one of the contracting parties might be tempte~ to use the ~ights under 
these clauses, as might well have been done, with the ultimate obJect of aecunng politiCal 
advantages for itself. . . 

Here again it was natural to turn for assistance to the League of Nations so that, if 
·the violation of the Treaty had been fully established, the responsibility for compl'll~ng 
compliance should be transferred from the individual State to the League, a body which 
would have no private and special interests to serve. . . . 

The chief question 1faS whether the right ~o appeal for pro~twn to the Connell of the 
League and to the Court of International Justice should b~ _confmed ~ ~t~te~, or whet~er 
it would be open to minorities themselves, as corporate entitles or to mdiVIduals belongu~g 
to minorities, to appear beofore and invoke the juri~dic~ion of the ~en_naneot C~ort.. Certam 
delegations proposed a draft which, while leaving the fmal dete':ffimatwn on th1s pomt to the 
Court of International Justice itself would in effect have left 1t open to the Court to a~low 
minoritieos or individuals to appear 'before it as principals in the case. Other del~gatu?ns 
proposed a draft which made it clear that it was only States Meombers of the Counml w.h~ch 
could appeal to the jurisdiction of the Court. The difference was_ fundamental. The deCisiOn 
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was ~riven in favour of the restrictive right, since, ~ a previous discussi~n of the ~;eneral 
principle involved, the vie~ had been t_ake~ that .n~thmg: should be done wh~ch could giv~ ~he 
appearance of making a mmority orgamsatwn pohtwally mdepe~dent of the State or of gwmg 
such a minority political rights distinct from those of the maJority· , . 

Another point of debate was whether any MPruber of the League of Natwns should have 
tho right to bring to the attention of the Coul!cil of the League any non·observance of ~he 
Treaties, or whether this right should be ~onfmed to. ~hose Members. of the League Which 
are represented on the Council. Here agam, the deciRIOn was taken m favour of the more 
restrictive view. · · · · h · · 

In determining the part to be assigne~ to the League of ~ atw~s m t e adnumstration 
of these 'l'reaties the authors of the treaties were hampered m their proposals by the fact 
that the League ~f Nations was not itself at that time in existence and could not therefore 
be consulted. It would moreover clearly have been improper to have laid down any binding 
rules as to the procedur~ which th~ J,eague itself might think it well to adopt ; it had always 
to be remembered that, though the signatory States could agree to ask the League of Nations 
to undertake the guarantee, they could not require or compel it to do so. It would, when the 
time came, be quite open to the ~eague ei~her ~o refuse to .a~cept the guarantee or to make the 
acceptance conditional on certam alteratwns m the provisiOns of the treaty. 

The principles on which this part of the trea.ty is drafted are, however, clearly indicated. 
The basis of the whole action it is that is limited to treaty obligations. The sole duty of the 
League is to watch over the execution of these treaty obligations. The organ of the League 
appointed by the Treaties for this purpose is the Council but the Council can only act when 
one of its members takes the initiative on its own responsibility and invokes the Council's 
aid as guarantor on the ground that there has been a violation or that there is danger of 
violation of one or more clauses of the Treaty. It is therefore for the individual States Members 
of the Council to watch the execution of the Treaties and to take the initial step, if necessary. 
Without the express consent of the parties to the treaty, the League can neither relieve the 
Members of the Council of this responsibility nor extend or transfer it to any other body. 

Ill. ANALYSIS OF THE TREATIES. 

The engagements contained in the Treaties may be grouped under two headings, the 
first comprising undertakings which are to some extent common to the different countries 
which have accepted the regime of protection of minorities by the League ; the second, special 
enga.l{ements concerning minorities whose situation is more or less unique. · 

The Minori.ti.es Tre!tties conta:in identic!J:l pro.visions concerning the League's guarantee, 
and these provisions Will be spemally exammed m one of the following chapters. 

I. UNDERTAKINGS COIDION TO ALL CASES. 

In the first place, the Minorities Treaties contain stipulations regarding the acquisition 
of nationality. These stipulations provide, in principle, that the nationality of the newly 
created or enl~rged country ~hall. be acq~!ld: (f!-) by persons habitually resident in the 
transferred territory ~r possessrng rights of mhzensh1p there when the Treaty comes into force ; 
(b) by persons born m the tenitory of parents domiciled there at the time of their birth even 
if they are not. themselves ~abitually re.side~t there at th.e coming into force of the t~eaty. 

~he Treati.es also provide t~at natiOnality shall be lpso facto acquired by any person 
born •.n the te!nto~y of t.he State, if he cannot prove another nationality. The Treaties further 
l'ontam eertarn sh!fulahons ~oncerning the right of option. 
. T.he States which have Signed the ~inoriti~s Treaties have undertaken to grant all their 
mh~bitantl! full and co~plete protectiOn of hfe and liberty and recognise that they are 
entitled to the free exermse, whether in public or in private 'of any creed religion or belief 
whose practices are n~t inconsisten~ with public order or public morals. ' 

A~ regards the _Tig.ht to equality of treatment, the Minorities Treaties Jay down the 
followrn7 .general. J:!fiDClples :. (a) e.quality of all nationals of the country before the law; 
(b) ~quality of CIVIl and political rights; and (c) equality of treatment and security in law 
and m fact. 
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Moreove~, t~e Treaties .expressly stipulate that differences of race, Iungualrl! or religion 
shall _not preJudice any national of the .country as regards admission to public t>mploymt•nts 
functwn.s and honoll!s, or t~ th'? ~xere1se of professions and industril's. It is al~o provitlt•d 
that natwnals belongmg to mmont1es shall have an equal right to establish manage and control 
at the!J' own expe?se, char!-table, religion~ or social institutions, schools ~nd otht>r educationai 
estab!Ishments, with the nght to use theu own language and to exercise their rt>ligion fret•ly 
th~m. · 

As regards the use of th~ ~ino~ity language, States whkh have signt>d the Treatil'R have 
undertaken to pl:tce ~o res!.nctwn m t~e way of the _free ~~e bY: any national !>f the ('Ountry 
of any la_nguage, m pr1~ate m~rcourse, m commerce, m rehgwn, m the Press or m publications 
of any kmd, o.r at p~blic meetmgs. Those State~ have also agreed to grant adequate facilitit>a 
to enable t~eu natwnals '!Vhos': ~other-tongue IS not the official language to use thl'ir own 
language, either orally or m wntmg, before the Courts. Thl'y have further agreed in towns 
~nd districts .w:here a considerable proport.ion o! nationals of the country whose mothl'r-ton~:ue 
IS not the. offiCialla!iguage of. the country IS resident, to make provision for adl'9uute facilitit•s 
tor ensurmg that, m the prrmary schools (the Czechoslovak Trt>aty reff!rs to • instruction " 
in general), instruction shall be given to the children of such nationals through the ml'dium 
of their own language, it being understood that this provision does not prevt>nt the teuching 
of the official language being made obligatory in those schools. 

The Treaties finally provide that, in towns or districts where there is a considerable 
proportion of nationals of the country belonging to racial, relij.,'ious or linguUitic minoritit>s, 
these minorities will be assured an equitable share in the enjoymt>nt and appli('ution of sum• 
which may be provided out of public funds under the State, municipal or otht>r budgets for 
educational, rl'ligious or charitable purposes. 

2. SPECIAL UNDERTAKINGS. 

In addition to these general engagements, the Minorities Treaties establish a numbl'r 
of special rights in favour of certain minorities, viz.,. the Jewish minority (Greece, Poland 
and Roumania), the Valachs of Pindus (Greece), the non-Greek monastic communitil's of 
Mount Athos (Greece), the Moslem minorities in Albania, Greece and the Kin~rdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, the Czecklers and Saxons in Transylvania (Roumania), and the 
people of the Ruthene territory south of the Carpathians (Czechoslovakia). 

IV. STIPULATIONS OTHER THAN THE MINORITIES TREATIES AND CLAUSES 
REI..ATING TO THE PROTECTION OF MINORITIES, CONTAINED IN 
CERTAIN TREATIES OF PEACE. 

. In addition to the stipulations contained either in certain ~reaties !>f ~e.ace or i~. the 
Minorities Treaties various countries have accepted, for the protection of mmonhes, provisiOns 
placed under the 'guarantee of the League of Nations. . . 

In December 1920, the First Assembly recommended the Baltic and Caucasian States 
and Albania in the event of their being admitted to the League, to take the necessary measures 
to enforce the principles of the Minorities Trea!ies. The Asse~bly &:lso r~quested those States 
to arrange with the Council the details reqmred to carry this obJect mto effect. . 

In accordance with the recommendation of the Assembly, the Governments of Albama, 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, which we~e admitte.d as Members ~f the Lf'~gue. i_n 1~:!0 a~~ 
1921 made declaration before the Council concemmg the protectwn of mm'?nhes m th_ur 
resp~ctive countries. Finland, after undertaking, as explaine_d hereafter, by Its declaratwn 
of June 27th, 1921, to afford certain guarantees to t~e p~pulaho~ ~f the Ala!ld Islands !or t~~ 
preRervation of thf'ir language, culture1 and local. ~wedish traditl~ns, ~~~1shed the. Coo_nc_Il 
that same year with information regarding the po81t10n of other ramal, rehjPou~, and lingrustic 
minorities in Finland and the guarantees afforded them under the c~nstitutwn and laws of 
the country. The c~uncil took note of this informat!on _by a res?lutwn dated October 2nd, 
1921, which was communicated to the Assembly for Its Information. 
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.Albania. _ The Declaration made by the Al~anian representative at the session on 
October 2nd, 1921, which was ratified by ~he :Aibama~ Go_v~rnment ~n Feb:"uary 17th, ~?22, 
contains provisions similar to those embodied m the l'rli.norities Treatie~. Like the proviSIOns 
of the Minorities Treaties, they were placed by a resolutiOn of the Co~ncil, unde.r the g_u~rantee 
of the League of Nations " so far as they affected persons belongmg to raCial, religious or 
linguistic minorities ". 

Lithuania. - The Declaration made by t~e Lithu.anian r.epresentative on May 12th, 
1922, contains similar provisions, and the Cou~~il resolution pl~c~ng them un~er t~~ guaran~ll 
of the League of Nations under the same conditiOns as the proviSions of the Mmor1t1es Treaties 
came into force on December 11th, 1923. 

As regards the Memel Territory, the Lithuani~n Governm.ent .u~d~rtook, under the .Paris 
Convention of May 8th, 1921, to apply this DeclaratiOn to the mi_nor1.t1es m the Mer_nel Territory, 
with the exception of the paragraph relating to th~ use of the mmonty languages m the C?urts. 
The reason for this exception was that, under Article 27 of the Statute of the Memel Territory, 
annexed to t.he Convention, both the Lithuanian and German language were recognised as 
the official languages of the Territory. 

Latvia. - Under the Declaration made on July 7th, 1923, by the Latvian representative 
as a result of the negotiations between his Government and the Council, the latter has the 
·right to take up the question anew and to re-open the negotiations if the situation of the 
minorit.ies in Latvia does not appear to it to correspond to the general principles laid down 
in the various so·called Minorities Treaties. The Latvian Government can, on its side, also 
demand that the negotiations should be re-opened. It further agrees to the provision that 
those petitions whieh may be addressed to the League of Nations concerning the situation 
of persons belonging to minorities and which are recognised as being admissible should be 
transmitted to it, and that these petitions, together with such observations as the Latvian 
Government may desire to pre~ent, should be communicated for information to the Members 
of the Council. The Latvian Government also accepted in principle the obli~ration to furnish 
the Council with any information which it may desire, should one of its li>JemberR bring before 
it any question relating to the situation of persons belonging to minorities in Latvia. In case 
of a differt>nce of opinion on questionH of law or of fact concerning the declat·ation made on 
July 7th, 1923, by its repre,entative, the Latvian Government and the Council have the right 
to a'k for the question to be referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice for an 
advisory opinion. 

• 
Estonia. - On September 17th, 1923, Estonia. assumed similar obligation~ in regard 

to the protet·tion of minoritieR. · 
Apart from t~e obli~ations thus a~sumed by va~ious countries upon their admission !o 

the ~~ague of N atw!ls, the latter gave It~ guarantee m rE'spect of the enforcement of certmn 
provisions adopted m CQnsequence of the cession or division of various territories. Cases 
in point arl.' the Aland Islands, the sovereignt.y over which was asRig'lled to Finland in 1921 : 
t~e l\Ien.ll.'l .1'e~ritory, which ~as placed under the sovereignty of Lithuania in 1922 ; and 
Upper S1lesia, ID regard to whirh the Germane-Polish Convention of May 15th 1922 contains 
provisions for the protertion of minoritie~, guaranteed by the Leaguf' of Nat:o~~. ' 

Finlan~ (The Aland Islands). - By her Declaration of June 27th, 1921, Finland 
undertook, ID re!!ard to the Aland Islands, to insert in the near future in the Law for the 
autono~y of. the Aland Islands of May 7th, 1920, certain guarantees to ensure the preservation 
of the Swedish ~an~uage, culture and local traditions. The Council was to see that the 
g~ara.nt.ees provided '!'ere duly observ~d. Finla';Jd was to transmit to the Council, together 
'nth.Its .own observatwns, any complamts or ~laims by the Aland Landsting in regard to the 
application of these guarantees, and the Council could, in case the question was of a legal nature, 
comult the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

Upf!er Sflesia. - As regards Upper Silesia, the third part of the Ge1·mano-Polish 
C'onventl?n s1gned at. Genev~ on lllay 5th, 1922, contains, in its first division, a synoptic table 
rt>pro~u.cm~r on one ~•de Art1des 1, 2, 7, 8, 9 (paragraphs 1 and 2), 10, 11 and 12 of the PQlish 
lllmont.Jes Treaty of June 28th, 1919, which Poland undertook to apply in the Polish part of 
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the plebiscite territ?~Y; on t~e othe~ side are shown the same pro\·isions, 11·hieh Gt>rmnny 
acceJ:>~d for a t.ransitJOnal period of fiftee.n years in the German part of this tt>rritory. The 
provi~wns. rela~mg. ~o the L~agu~ ?f ~atwns guarantee (Article 72l are the same as tho~e 
conta~~d m .Minori~Ies Treahes 1 ~tIS laid d.own that the general prot•~>dure for tlu• examination 
of p~titwns IS applicable to petitwns relat~ve !O the situation of minoritif's in Hppt>r :Silt••in, 
comi~g from persons not me~b~rs of a !llmority. A special procedure is, in fawt, t•rovitlt•tl, 
as Will be sh?'!~ later, for petitions commg from persons belon~ring to a minority . 

. U1_1der diVIsiOn 11 ~~the sam~ ~ll:rt of the Convention, Germany and Poland agree, without 
p~eJndi~e to the pr<?VlSlo.n~ of diVISI?~ I, f~r a peri.od of fifteen years, upon more d~>tailt•d 
stJpulatH~n~ con~rnmg civil and political r1ghts, rehgion, education, the official languab"' of 
the Adm1mstrat10n and the langua~re employed in the Courts or Law. 
. Fimt~ly, ~:vision III of the th!rd part of the Com·ention contains a stipulation notf'mbodit•tl 
many Mmonties Treaty, conferrmg upon persons belonging to a minoritv the rb.:ht to suhmit 
petitions to the Council of the League of Nations. Explicit provisions indt>ed egtablish a ri,.bt 
of petition to the Council and to a locall\linorities Office. We will not enter ht•re into the 
details of these provis~ons, which were agreed upon between the two contracting parties. We 
would merely emphasise that the two parties judged it expedient to adopt spt'rial provi~ions 
giving to persons belonging to the minorities a right of petition to the Couneil, aftPr having 
included in their Convention the stipulations of the Minorities Treaties ff'garding the J,ea,:ruA 
of Nations guarantee and the exercise of this guarantee, because such a right was not confen-tJd 
under any of the Minorities Trertties. 

'fhis special procedure for the protection of minorities in Upper Sill•sia muRt not be 
confused with the general procedure of the Council for the protel'tion of minoritiPs in the 
countries which have accepted stipulations to this effect. 'l'he three following chapters of the 
present report refer solely to thiR general proeedure. 

Part II. 

I. THE COUNCIL'S AGREEMENT TO THE PLACING OF THE TREATY 
STIPULATIONS CONCERNING THE PROTECTION OF MIXORITIES UNDER 
THE GUARANTEE OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS: THE NATURE AND 
LIMITS OF THIS GUARANTEE. 

As we pointed out above the clauses relating to the protection of minorities containPd 
in eertain Treaties of Peace and the Minorities Treaties were negotiated independently of the 
League of Nations. Once the ner~ssarv rat.ifications had been obtained, the stipulations 
concerning the protection of minorities were submitted to the Council, which had to dedd~ 
whether it would or would not accept the mission entrusted to it.. In each ra"e the ('onncal 
aceepts this mission by a formal decision, under w~ich the s.tipu~atio.ns .relatinl!" ~o thf> ~rot~;c~io~ 
of minorities " so far as they affect persons belongmg to raCial, lingmstJC or rehgwus mmorJtaea 
are placed under the guarantee of t.he J,eal!lle of Nations. . . 

The stipulations of the Treaty concluded between the Umted States of Amenca, the 
Rriti~h Empire :France Italy and Japan of the one part, and Poland of the other part, were 
the first to be placed, by the Council's resolution of Feb.rnart ~:ith, ~ 920, .nnde~ the guaran~ 
of the League of Nations. These stipulationH wert' exammed m conJunction w1th the covenng 
letter" addressed to M. Paderewski by the President of the Peaee Conference on Jon~ 2~th, 
1919, and, as a result of its examination, the <'-otmcil d~cided that. the League .of Natwns 
eould agree to give its guarantee. Subsequently, by van~us re.solutwns word':d m t.he ~l!le 
way as that whieh it had adopted with regard to the st1pulatwns o! the Polis~ 1\lu~ontJes 
Treaty, the Council placed under the guarantee of the League of N at1ons t~e st1pulat mn~ of 
the Treaties coneerning Minorities in AuHtria (October 27th, 1920), Bulgana (October 27th. 
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1920), Czechoslovakia (N ovE>mber 29th, 1920), Kingdom of th~ Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
(November 29th, 1920), Hungary (August 30th, 1921), Roumama (August 30th, 1921), Greece 
(September 26th, 1924), and Turkey (September 26th, 1924). T • • • 

After deciding to place under the guarantee of the J,eague of N f!'tiOn~ t~e stipulat!ons 
relative to the protection of minorities in J;'oland, and ~efore adop~mg s~miiar ~esolutwns 
with regard to tht' stipulations of other T~a~Ies, the Council thoug_ht 1t advi~able, m Octo~er 
1920 "·to determine the nature and the hmits of the guarantees With regard to the protection 
of minorities provided for by the different Treatie~ ". The Rapport:eur on this question was 
the Italian representative, M. Tittoni. He submitted a report whiCh was adopted by the 
Council and from which the following passage may be reproduced : 

" Up to the present time. international law has entru~ted to the great Powers the 
guarantee for the execution or" similar provisions. 1'he Treaties of Peace have introduced 
a new system; they have appealed to the League of Nati~nq. . . 

"1'he Council and the Permanent Court of InternatiOnal JustiCe are the two organs 
of the League charged with the practical execution of the guarantee. 

"It may be advisable at the outset to define clearly the.exa~t me~ning of the term 
'guarantee of the League of Nations '. It seems clear that this stipulation means, above 
all, that the provisions for the protection of minorities are inviolable, that is to say, they 
cannot be modified in the sense of violating in any way rights actually recogni!l6d, and 
without the approval of the majority of the Council of the League of Nat ions. Secondly, 
this stipulation means that the League must ascertain that the provisions for the protection 
of minorities are ·always observed. 

" The Council mnst take action in the event of any infraction, or danger of infraction, 
of any of the obligations with regard to the minorities in question. The Treaties in this 
respPct are quite clear. They indicate the procedure that should be followed. 

" The right of calling attention to any infraction or danger of infraction is reserved 
to the l\Iem ber~ of the Council. 

" This is, in a way, a right and a duty of the Powers represented on the Council. 
By this right, they are in fact asked to take a special interest in the protection of minorities. 

"Evidently, this right does not in any way Pxclude the right of minorities themselves, 
or ewn of 8tates not represented on the Council, to call the attention of the League of 
Nations to any infraction or danger of infraction. But this act must retain the nature 
of a petition, or a report pure and simple ; it cannot have the legal effect of putting the 
matter before the Council and calling upon it to intervene. 

· " Con~equently, when a petition with regard to the tJuestion of minorities is addressed 
to the v~ague of Nations, the Secretary-General should communicate it. without comment, 
to the Members of the Council for information. This communication does not vet 
constitutl' a judicial act of the League or of its oro-nns. The competence of the Council 
to deal with the question a.rises only when one of its Members dra.ws its attention t.o the 
infraction, or danger of infraction, which is the ~ubject of the petition or report." 

II. MEASURES TAKEN TO FACILITATE THE EXER.CISE OF THE GUARANTEE. 

(a) IN~TITUTION .\ND DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROCEDURE FOR THE EXAlUNA'fiON 

OF PETITfON8. 

After ~xamini':'g, at its '!leeting of Octo?er 22nd, 1920, the report submitted hy l\1. Tittoni 
tbe C~n~nc!l g~':e 1ts attentiOn to the. mstitution of a procedure for the examination of 
!'lmor1ties petition~. Th~ representative of the British Empire, Lord Balfour, pointed out 
ID th_e Cf:!u.rse of this meet~ng ~hat the procedure instituted by the Treaties for the Protection 
?,f M!!lorities. by .~~e Council laid a thankless and difficult task upon the Members of the Council. 

If , he said, 1t were ne<'es•ary to protect a minoritv one of the Members of the Council 
would h~~;~e t~ takt> upon itself the duty .. ~f accu~ing the State which had not fulfilled its 
undertakmgs , and Lord Balfour a~ked 1f. the. ~?ouncil had not a legal right to refu•e to 
accept the guarantee for the protectiOn of mmor1hes and if it could not consequently make 
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reserva~ion~ with regard to the procedure to bl.' fo~lowed by the Council in pro,·idin.sr fur their 
protectiOn • As we have seen above, the Council had already at that dnte agreed to Jll 
under the guarantee of the League of Nations the stipulations of thl.' Polish Minurit.ies 'l'rt• ~~; 
T~e g~~eral opinion ~as tha~ the ~ouncil. could,, in ~heory, refuse to gunl'llntee the ri~:ht~ of 
m~nontle~, but .~hat Ill pract1.ce tb1s was 1mposs1ble. To quote the words of the lllinutes of 
t~Is. meetu~g : As the Treaties h:'d been accepted by the parties concerned with the utmost 
difficulty, 1t was neces•ary to avoid further reducing their authority". 

The next day, ~ctober 23rd, 1920, M. H;ymana, repres~>ntat.ive of Bel~:ium, Raid that 
be had been ~ucl~ ~mpress~d. by the observatiOns made at the previous meeting bv Lord 
Balfour on the IDVJdlOUS pORitlOn of a Member of the Oouncil charg-ing another Powl'r with an 
infract~on of the Minorities Treaties. M. Hym::'ns wondered whether a procedure could not 
be deVIsed, such t~at n? ;Me~ber of the Coun~1l nee.d take action unl~>ss there was a ~trong 
move~ent of pub~1c opnno~ m favo~ of deal~~~;g w1tb the matter. He suggestt'd that the 
Council should at 1ts discretiOn submit any pet1t10ns to a Committee of three of its nwmbor" 
The Counc!l decided to adopt this pr~posal as a rule .of prooodure, and tho lt•gnl ad visors Wt'~ 
asked to fmd a formula whereby this procedure mi~;"ht be reeonciled with the tt'll:t of the 
Treaties. The resolution approved by the Council on October 2.5th, 19211, for insertion In ih 
Rules of Procedure reads as follows : · 

" With a view to assisting Members of the Council in the ell:ercise of their rights and 
duties as regards the prott'ction of minorities, it is desirable that the Pre~ident nnd two 
members appointed by him in each case should proceed to con~ider any petition or connnu· 
nication addressed to the League of Nations with regard to an infraction or dan~.:er of 
infraction of the clauses of the Treaties for the Protflction of Minm·ities. This enquiry 
would be held as soon as the petition or communication in que~tion had bel'n broul(ht 
to the notice of the III embers of the Counl'il." 

This resolution therefore Constituted a rule of procedure of the Council, under which 
the latter made it a pratice to give its Members an opportunity of examining the relevant 
documents with a view to assisting them in the performance of thl'ir rights and duties. 
M. Tittoni having asked whether, if this procedure were adopted, it would not interfl're with 
the right of anv one Member of the Council to take the initiative if he so desired, Lord Balfour 
pointed out th'at " if left untouched the principles defined in the Treaties ". 

With regard to the communication of petitions to the States concerned, M. Tittoni'a 
report of October 22nd, 1920, pointed out that for some time the procedure bud been adopted 
of forwarding immediately to all the Members of the League any document forwarded for the 
information of the members of the Council, and the result was that the State interested, if 
it waR a Mlc'mber of the League, was informed at the same time as the Council of the subject 
of the petition. "This information", added M. Tittoni, "which might give the State concerned 
an opportunity of submitting to the Members of the Council such remarks as it mi~;:ht con~i~er 
desirable did not, however, partake of the nature of a request of the League for mformat10n 
with regard to the subject of the petition, nor yet did it imply with regard to the State concerned' 
the obligation of furnishing evidence in its defence." 

The Governments of two Statt's sig-natories of Minorities Treaties, Poland and 
C1.ecboslovakia, protested in 1921 against the automatic communication of minorities petitions 
to the Council and all the Members of the League. 

In the letter which he sent to the Secretary-General on June 3rd, 1921, the Polish 
representative said : 

.. This procedure, although doubtless ba~d on a jllstifiab!e desire to afford to those 
who believe themselves injured an opportumty of statmg thelf case, P.oMses~s one v_ery 
great disadvantage: it Jays before the Members of the League o~e-s1ded mformat!on, 
which is often unreliable or biased while the State concerned -s.~., the State a,::a1.nst 
whom the petition is directed- h~ no opportunity of ~tating its case .at the same t~e 
as its opponents. The possibility of subsequently refutmg the accusatiOn~ ~!lade agamst 
them afforded to the States concerned does not always compensate for the mJury suffered 
from this procedure." 
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As a result of conversations with the representatives of P~land and Czec~oslovakia 
these representatives declared that they recommended the followmg draft resolutwn, which 
was adopted by the Council on June 27th, 1921 : 

"With reference to M. Tittoni's report, adopted on October 22nd, 1920, at Brussels, 
the Council of the League of Nations resolves that: · 

" All petitions concerning the protection of minorities under the proyisions of the 
Treaties from petitioners other than ·Members of the League of N atwns shall be 
immediately communicated to the Sta_te _concerned. The State concerned shall b~ fou!ld 
to inform the Secretary-General, withi!l three weeks of the ~ate up~n which Its 
representative accredited to the Secretariat of the League of Natwns received the text 
of the petition in question, whether it intends to make any comments on the subject. 
Should the State concerned not reply within the period of three weeks, or should it state 
that it does not propose to make any comment~. th_e petition in q_uestion shall be 
communicated to the Members of the League of Nations m accordance With the procedure 
laid down in M. Tittoni's report. 

" Should the State concerned announce that it wishes to submit comments, a period 
of two months, dating from the day on which it-s representative accredited to the 
Secretariat of the League receives t.he text of the petition, shall be granted to it for this 
purpose. The Secretary-General, on receipt of the comments, shall communicate the 
petition, together with the comments, to the Members of the League of Nations. 

" In exceptional and extremely urgent easeH, the Secretary-General shall, before 
communicating the petition to the Members of the League of Nations, inform the 
representative accredited to the Secretariat of the League of Nations by the State 
concerned. 

" This decisi~n shall come into immediate effect for all matters affecting Poland 
and Czechoslovakm. 

" With regard to other States which have accepted the Treaty provisions relating 
to the Protect.ion of Minorities, the Council authorises the Secretary -General to inform 
them of the decision taken in the case of Czechoslovakia and Poland and to ask them 
to state whether they wish the same procedure t-o be made applicable to them." 

The procedure under this resolution has been accepted by all the States signatories of 
stipnllttions for the protertion of minorities. 

The resolutions adopted subsequently in 1923 and 1925 were aimed either at clearing 
up rertain point~ or introducing ce~t:tin modi_fications in this procedure which experience 
showed to be desuahle, or at rt>gular1smg certam usages which had grown up. 

In 19~:1, as_ a result of notes submitted by the Polish and Czechoslovak Governments, 
the Council d~fmed the ~onditions for the 1·eceivability of petitions- i.e., the conditions 
they l!lURt !ulf1~ to bt> subJect to the _procedure establish by the resolutions of 1920 and 1921. 
On this pomt, 1t adopted the followmg resolution : 

" ~n order that they may be submitted to the procedure established by the Council 
resolutJOnR datl>d Oet~ber 22nd an~ 25th, 1920, a!ld June 27th, 1921, petitions addressed 
to the League of N at10ns eoncermng the protectiOn of minorities : 

".(a) Mu8t have in view the protection of minorities in accordance with the 
Treaties; 

" (b) In Pll;r~icular, D!ust not be submitted in the form of a request for the 
sever~nce_ of political relations between the minority in question and the State 
of wh1rh It forms a part : 

"(c) Must not emanate from an anonymous or unauthenticated souree; 
"(d) Must abstain from violent language; 

th "'~) t Mrt co~~in infor~ation or refer to facts which have not recently been 
e su Jec o a petlhon submitted to the ordinary procedtue. · 
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" If ~~e interested State raises for any reaso~ an objection against the acet>ptance 
of a. petltwn, the Sec!Ctary-General shall subm1t the question of acCt>ptnnc.,-e to the 
~sulent o! the <:Jounml, 1Yho rna~ invite two other members of the Council to assist hiln 
m the cons1derat10n '!f th1s qu_est10n. If the State concerned so requests, this qut•stion 
of procedure shall be mcluded m the agenda of the Council." 

The Co~cil further admitted the possibility of extending the period ot two months fixed 
for observatiOns by the Government conl'erned on the petitions, if this G0 ,·ernmN1t. 80 
requested. 

Lastly, the Council decided to restrict to the Members of the Council the communil'ution 
?.f petitio~s ~nd of. observations by the Government concerned, adding, howevl'r, that 

communwatiOns m1ght be made to other Members of the LE'ague or to the gt•neral public 
at the req~est of the State concerned, or by vhtue of a resolution to this eff~>ct J>asst!d by 
the Council after the matter had been duly submitted to it ". A' explained above, the 
Government concerned had, since the Council resolution of June 19:!1, b~n informed of the 
petition direct, and no longer, as previously, by the indirect ml'ans of a communication to 
all the Members of the League. FurthermorE>, the Members of the Council alone having the 
right, according to the treaties, of drawing the Council's attention to an infraction or dunl{"r 
of infraction of the obligations concerning the protection of minorities, the distribution of 
petitions could be confined to the Members of the Council if the latter con~idered that the 
advantages of such restrir.tion outweighed the disadvantages. The Council therefore considt•rE>d 
that co-operation with the Governments which had accepted stipulations for the protl'ction 
of minorities would be easier if the petitions, which always contain or imply a criticism of the 
action of these Governments, and which might even sometimes appE'ar to be submitted fur 
the purpose of hostile propaganda, were not widely circulated. (Minuti'R of the Council's 
meeting of September 5th, 192.'l.l 

At its meeting on September 25th, 192:l, the Sixth Committee of the AMKemhly nlKo 
considered this question. On this Committee's proposal, the Assembly adopted the following 
resolution on September 26th : 

"Under the resolut.ion of the Council dated September lith, 1923, the communif:ntion 
of minorities petitions shall be restricted to the :lllembers of the Council. How.-vPr, by 
virtue of paragraph !'i of the Assembly rE>solution dated September 21Rt, 19:!:!, any 
Government Member of the League can make a request to the Secretariat for p1•titionA 
(with the observations of the Government concerned] which have been communicated 
to the Council, to be communicated also to that Government." 

In order to facilitate the procedure of examining petitions by the Committees of three 
mPmbers and in order to give both the minorities and the States concerned the assurance 
that this' examination would be carried out with all the necessary impart.iality, the Council 
in 1925 adopted a resolution with regard to the «•om position of the ~ommittee of ~hree. Th_e 
Bra~ilian representative, in .his report of June lOth, 19:!1\. l'xplamed the meanmg of th111 
resolution as follows : 

" The system of procedure establi•hed by ~hese diffe.reu~ ~esolution~ of the Coun~il 
provides for as careful an examination as poss1ble of mmontlea que~t10ns bf .Cl!rt~m 
members of the Council, while reserving to the ot~er :nembe~• t~~ r1g~t of .mltl,allve 
conferred upon them by the Treaties. In practiCe, the .Mmorltll'& Comm1tt~ _hall 
become a normal body for dealing with that part of the work of. the Ll'ague of ~at10ua 
which concems the protection of minorities. This makes t_he app011_1tment of the D'!emhe~• 
of the Council under the above resolution of very conslflerable Jm_portance. I- or th_JI 
rea!lon it seems to me that the Council should take note of, and confirm formally, oortam 
practi~es which have gra.dnally developed in this matte~. . . . 

" In practice the Acting President of the Council, when appomtmg two of h1R 
colleagues in acc~rdance with the resolution of October 25th, 1920, has. n•ually been 
guided by the following principle which I l'onsider should always be app~1ed- namPiy, 
the Government to be entrusted 'with the duty laid down ~n the re•olut•_on of October 
25th, 1920, should not be a Government of a State nl'ighbounng that of whlCb thE' perMons 
belongina to the minority in question are subjects. nor the Government of a State the 
majority" of whose subjects belong from the ethnical point of view to the same people 
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as the minority in question. It g~s without saying that the G.overnment again~t whom 
the minorities petition is di.rected, 1f rep!esented on the .~ounCJl, should not be mcluded 
in the three members appomted to cons1de~ the matter. 
Having in 1920 instituted a procedure not provided f?r in the Treaties, for obtaining 

information, and then in 1921 having ensured the co-opera!wn o! the. States conce.rned ·so as 
to increase the effectiveness of this procedure, the Council des1r~d m 1925 to ~Ive formal 
confirmation to certain usages which had grown up. The Council therefore decided : 

" I. If the Acting President of the Council is the repres~ntative of the State of which 
the persons belonging to the minority in question are subjects; or . 

" The representative of a neighbouring S~ate of the State of which the persons 
belonging to the minority in question are. s~bJects; or . . 

" The representative of a State the maJority of the populatiOn of .which belong:s from 
the ethnical point of view to the same people as the persons belongmg to the mmority 
in question : 

" The duty which falls upon the President of the Council in accordance with the 
terms of the resolution of October 25th, 1920, shall be performed by the member of the 
Council who exercised the duties of President immediately before the Acting President 
and who is not in the same position. · -

" II. The President of the Council, in appointing two of his colleagues in conformity 
with the resolution of October 25th, 1920, shaU not appoint either the representative of 
the State to which the persons belonging to the minority in question are subject, or the 
representative of a State neighbouring the State to which these persons are subject, or the 
representative of a State the majority of whose population belong from the ethnical 
point of view to the same people as the persons in question." 
Such are the various decisions which have built up the present system of the examination 

of petitions by Committees of three members of the Council. The method of work of these 
Committees is dealt with in anothe~ part of the present report. 

(b) 1\!J:NORITIES SECTION OF THE SECRETARIAT. 

1. lt8 creation and development. -· It was clear from the outset that the work undertaken 
by the League of Nations in regard to the protection of minorities required the creation of a 
special department of the Secretariat. In 1920, in the memorandum which he submitted 
to the Fourth Committee of the First Assembly on the personnel and organisation of the 
Secretariat, the Secretary-General explained the composition and organisation of the 
"Adm_inistrative Commissions a~d Minoriti.es Section". This Section, the original organisation 
of ~htch. has always been retamed, consists of two departments under a single bead, but 
entirely mdependent of each other- the Department of Administrative Commissions and 
the Department of ll!inorities, which latter deals with questions relating to the protection 
of minorities by the League. 

At first the 1\!inorities Department consisted of two members of section in addition to 
the Director and the auxiliary personneL Since then this department has been gradually 
enlarged, I 

1 The 1\liuorities Department now comprises six Members of Section, two members of the Intermediate 
Clas~ and three secretary-.shorthand-typists. The following table shows the increases in the financial 
reqm...,ments of the 1\lmontws Department : 

1921 
11122 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 

: 

Swiss francs 
175,000 
200,000 
413,000 
333,394 
330,481 
329,107 
352,739 
356,817 

Th . 1929 . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . 333,718 
has ( bse f•gurc• apply to the Section as a whole, but the Administrative Commission's Department 

f thnotlieen.t~n "nrged, 80 that the increases in the budget estimates are accounted for by the expansion 
o e " non 1es epartment.) 
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_ At the various .s~ssion~ of the A~se.mbly, the discussions in the Fourth Conunittt>e on tho 
budget of ~be Admnnstrat~ve Commis~I<!ns and Minorities Section have afforded the Dilwtor 
of the SectiOn an opportumty of explannng in detail the duties and functions of the Minoritit-s 
Department. As a result of ~he information so provided, the Fourth Committt>e and the 
Assembly have always unam';"'!usly tak~n the view that the credits allocated to that 
department represented the mnnmum whiCh would enable it to carry out it~ work . 

. 2 •. Source11 of infOf"!".alifl!l· - I~ view of the nature of the Minorities Dt-purtment'a 
dutms, Its meana of obtammg informatiOn must be aa extensive and comprehen.Uve as pos.Uble 
not. <!nlY as r~gards the 1!-ctual situation of the various minorities, but in gent>ral as r..•gnrd~ 
political, soCial, eoononuc and cultural developments in the different countries which have 
given underyakings to prot~ct minorities. Indeed, minority problems cannot properly be 
understood If they are c'!nsi~e~e~ apart ~rom the P<!litical life of each country llS a whole. 
Mo~eover, thor~ are. special Juridical, soCial, economic and other aspects of these questions 
which become mtellig~ble, only when regarded as part of the public life of the Dlltion. 

The importance of this aspect of the Minorities Department's work cnnnot be ovl'r· 
estimated, and all the members of the Council who have had occasion to sit on the t'ommitteea 

- of 'l'hree have realised bow difficult and sometimes impossible their ta•k would have bren 
bad they not been able, through the Minorities Section, to procure information benring in 
many cases upon details of the practical administration of the State concerned. Indeed, 
the question as to the means of rendering tbe information service of the 111 inorities Dopnrtment 
as comprehensive and efficient a11 possible has been and still is one of the chief pre-occupations 
of the directing ore:ans of the Secretariat. 

One of the Department's primary sources of information conHists in the p~>titions and 
the observations of the Governments concerned, which it has to study. The information 
contained in the archives of the Department in the form of petitions and observations th11reon 
by Governments is already considerable, and is still growin~. 

Apart from this source of information, however, wh_ich is the direct outcome of its own 
work, thE> Sec.tion has availed itself of other means of keeping itself regularly and constantly 
informed. . ' 

In the first place, a Press information service for minorities questions baa been eHtnblishPd 
in the Section itself, independently of the general Press information service of the Secretnriat. 
This service regularly receives some twenty newspapers from the various countrieK which have 
given undertakings to protect minorities, including, besides those repres!'nting the interests 
of the minorities, newspapers which may more or less be rpgarded as semi-official Governmt>nt 
organs. These newspapers are read by the various members of the Section, and one official 
prepares a weekly bulletin containing a summary of all Rrticle~ of direct or indirect intert•st 
from the point of view of the protection of minorities. This bulletin is distributed to all the 
members of the department and summaries of the articles it contains are filed in the archive~ 
of the Section. All the me:nbers of the department are thus able to follow the Press opinions 
in the various countries which have given undertakings to protect minoriti~s, and n.mY th.us 
consult for any question the particular file containing cuttings on that questwn. Th~K specml 
Press information service has been in operation sinCP. Febru!lry 1!123, and the Press archives thus 
formed are already of considerable ':alue. . 
. The journeys undertaken by the Drrector of the SectiOn ~nd the ~e~b_ers of th~ department 
m the countries subject to obligations regarding the pro~ectwn of mmonhes constitute 11nother 
mPans of obtaining information, to which the greatest un~ortan_ce. has always been attach~d. 

The character of these journeys must be made clear if thmr lii_Jportance from the J?o.mt 
of view of information is to be fully understood. They a~e not at ~1110 the nature of.enqumes, 
nor have they ever been taken in pursuance of a Council resolutiOn. In all case~ Jt wa~ th~ 
Government concerned which first asked the Secretary-General to send to 1t' country 
either the Director of the Section or a member of the Minorities Department. 

Generally speaking, those journeys are of value in two way~. On the one ha~~· they 
enable the Section and the representatives of Govern~ents, partwu~rly the authont~es and 
officials most directly connected with minorities questiOns, to keep 10 clo110 to.ucb w1th on: 
another. The department bas thus been able to give pract!~.al eff~ct to. the VJ~W expl'lls~ 
by the Assembly in its resolution of September 21st, 1922, . that .m ordinary CJrcumstan~d 
the League can best promote good relatioM between the vanoW! &Jgnatory Governments a 
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persons belonging to . minoritieR . . .. by benevolent and .informal communi~l!'tions 
with those Government" ". These relations w1th Governments ha1 e also greatly. fa~1htated 
the work of the Committees of Three when, as often ~appens, ~hey are e~gaged m mforrnal 
nPgotiationa with Governments with a view to solvmg questwns submitted to them for 

examination. bl d h M' 't' s t' t On the othl'r hand these journeys have often ena e t e mor1 1es ec 1on o grasp the 
real nature and importance of minoritil's' grievances. Moreover, the .~~vernments which 
ask for thl'se journeys to be undertaken always grll;nt r~a~onable facilities to enable the 
representatives of the minorities to meet the League~ offu·ml. . . . . 

The 1\Iinorities Section also obtains informatiOn through the VISits ~~!Ch It regularly 
receives from official or unofficial representatives of Governments, from petitiOners or persons 
belonging to minorities, and from persons inter~ste~ in the problem of the protection of 
minorities by the League.. The door of th~ ~ectwn IS al~ays. open ~o ~h_ose wh~ exp~ess a 
wish to communicate information or an opm10n on the s1tuatwn of IndiVIdual mmor1ties or 
on the general question of minorities. These interviews as a whole constitute an invaluable 
source of information for the Department. 

Lastly, the composition of the Secretariat itself is, upon occasion, the means of obtaining 
useful information. Certain factors in some particular minority problem, certain aspects 
of the political life of the country, may become much clearer as a result of personal interviews 
with nationals of the country than through any other means of information; and the Secretariat 
through its international character and its periodical contacts both with international 
associations and with prominent persons from all countries, constitutes a particularly valuable 
source of direct information on the various questions that may arise. The officials of the 
Minorities Section can thus often obtain help from their colleagues on the Secretariat. 

III. DISCUSSIONS AT THE ASSEMBLY. 

Although, as M. Tittoni said in his report of October 22nd, 1920, "the Council and the 
Permanent Court of International Justice are the two organs of the League charged with the 
practical execution of the (League's) guarantee ", the Assembly has examined the question 
of the protection of minorities on various occasions during the public discussion of the annual 
report to ~he Assembly on the work of the Council during the year. · 

. We will not attempt here ~o summarise these discussions on the protection of minorities, 
which have taken place sometimes at plenary meetings and sometimes in committee. We 
need only say.that, despite certain. criticisms, the States Members of the League have, on the 
whole, recogmsed that the Council has constantly acted in accordance with the provisions 
relating to the prot.ection of minorities. 

Nor will we exa~in~ ~he various proposals made to the Assembly. The Council resolution 
of March 7th, 1929, .mVItmg the .G~vernments to offer suggestions for the preparation of the 
present report .has given tho~~ WIS~g to do so an opportunity of taking up again and where 
~ecessary making more explimt vanous proposals which bed been submitted to the Asst>mbly 
m paMt ye~s. These propos.als will be namined in another chapter of the present report. 

We Will therefore confine ourselves to recapitulating the decisions reached by the 
Assembly, 

. In i921, the Assembly referred to its First Committee the followina proposal by Professor 
Gilbert Murray, delegate of South Africa: " · 

" That1 in orde~ ef~e~tively to carry o~t the duties of the League in guaranteeing 
the J?rotectwn of mmonhes, the Council be invited to form a permanent commission to 
consider and report upon complaints addressed to the League on this matter and, 
where necessary, to make enquiries on the spot." ' 

The ~ornmit~, after .taking cognisance of the resolution adopted by the CoUncil on 
~ct~be~ :ht~, 19;0, regar~g. the examination of petitions by Committees of Three, noted 
· e ac ~ • so ar, no pet1t!o~ from a minority had been brought before the Council by 
those comnuttees. It was of opmwn, however, that the pror.edure provided for by the resolution 
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was capable of_giving satisfa~tory :.:esults and that in a general way it mot the dt•sire t>Xpre.•st>d 
in Pro!essor G!l~rt Murray s motion. _Professor Murray stated that he shared this opinion 
and withd.!ew ~s proposa~. The Comnuttee expressed its appreciation of the manner in whit•h 
th~ CounCil, by Its resolutto,n of ~ctober 25th, 192~, ~ad anticipated and solvt>d the qut>dtions, 
raised by Professor Murray s mot~on. The Comnusston then expredsed its satisfaotion at t.he 
steps taken by Profess~r Murray m the matter, which had made it possible for the Asst>mbly 
to take note of the actiOn already taken by the Council. The First Committee's report WWI 
adopted on October 4th, 1921. 

. The next Assembly referred two pr?posals to its Sixth Committee. The first, by Profet~sur 
Gilbert Murray, delegate of South Afnca, asked that a Committee of the Assmnhly slwnld 
report on ~he. chapter dealing with minorities _questions in the annual report on the work of 
the ~ounml,. m order that th~ Assembly nught have an opportunity of expres•ing its 
cons1de~ed VIew on these questiOns. The ~econd proposal, submitted by l\1. W!ill.t•rs, dt~lt•~:ate 
of Latvia, extended the scope of the previous proposal by also asking the Cornmittt\6 of the 
Assembly to report on the general questions arising out of the protection of minoriti11s for !ill 
the Members of the League of Nations. M. Walters added in his proposal that this l'llport 
should enable the Assembly to express its considered view of these questions and to lay down 
the main lines for the general protection of minorities in the States Members of the Le~~guo 
of Nations. 

After exhaustive discussions, in which a large number of delegates, took part, the Sixth 
Committee unanimously adopted the following declarations, which the Assembly approved 
in its resolution of September 21st, 1922_: 

"1. While in cases of grave infraction of the Minorities Treaties it is necessary that 
the Council should retain its full power of direct action, the Assembly recognises that, in 
ordinary circumstances, the League can best promote good relations between the various 
signatory Governments and persons belonging to racial, reli1,>ious or linguistic minoritiea 
placed under their sovereignty by benevolent and informal communications with those 
Governments. For this purpose, the Assembly suggests that the Council might require 
to have a larger secretariat staff at its disposal. 

" 2. · In case of difference of opinion as to questions of Jaw or fact arising out of the 
provisions of the Minorities Treaties, between the Government concerned and one of the 
States Members of the Council of the League of Nations, the Assembly recommends that 
the Members of the Council appeal without unnecessary delay to the Permanent Court 

· of International Justice for a decision in accordance with the l'tlinoritiea Treaties, it 
being understood that the other methods of conciliation provided for by the Covenant 
may always be. employed. 

" 3. While the Assembly recognise the primary right of the minorities to be protected 
by the League from oppression, it also emphasi_sea the duty incumbent upon ~~sons 
belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities to co-operate as loyal fellow·CJtizens 
with the nations to which they now belong. · 

" 4. The Assembly expresses the hope that the States which are not bound b;r any 
legal obligations to the League with respect to minorities will nevertheless ~bserve m the 
treatment of their own racial, religious or linguistic minorit~es at least as high a atand1_ud 
of justice and toleration as is required by any of the treaties and by the regular actiOn 
of the Council. · 

· " 5. The Secretariat-General, · which has the duty of.-collecting information 
concerning the manner in which the Minorities Treat.ies ~re cal!led out, ahould n~t only 
assist the Council in the study of complaints concermng infractions of these treatu~s, but 
should also assist the Council in ascertaining in what manner the perso~s belonl,'lng to 
racial, linguistic or religious minorities fuliil their ~uties towards their States. The 
information thus collected might be placed at the disposal of the States lllembers of 
the League ofNations if they so desire." 
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In 1923 the Fourth Committoo derided, also on_the motion of.Professor Gilbert Murray, 
delegate of South Africa, to refer to its Sixt~ C~~umttee t_he qu~stton of the procedure to be 
followed in dealing with the protection of nunont1es, mentiOned m the relevant chapter of the 
Supplementary Report on the work of the. Council .. ~his chapter set forth th_e procedure for 
the examination of petit.ions, as indicated rn the decisiOns taken by the Councilm 1920,1921, 
and 192.3, which have been analysed above. . . . 

In its report to the Assembly, the Sixth Committee explamed that It had not_disc'!ssed 
the various clauses of the Council resolution of September 5th, 1923, but ~ad confm~d Itself 
t.o the consideration of one specific point - nam_ely,_ ~he cl~~se accordmg to. which the 
communication to the Members of the League of mmontles J?etitions and '?bservat10ns (should 
there be any) by t.he Government concerned, in accordan~ With the resolutiOn dated June 27th, 
1921 shall be restricted to the Members of the Counml 

On this matter the Committee recalled the above-mentioned resolution, adopted by the 
Third Assembly on September 21st, 192~, and ~ited para~aph 5 of that resolution, relating 
to information collected by the Secretanat, whwh, accordmg to the second sentence of that 
paragraph," might. be placed at ~he dispos~l of the States Membe~s of the ~eague of N~tions 
if they so desired ", The Comnuttee unarumously agreed that ~his reso~utwn was applicable 
to the minorities petitions which, under the terms of the Council resolutiOn of September 5th, 
1923, should be communicated to the Members of the Council · 

On the proposal of its Sixth Committee, therefore, the Assembly adopted the following 
resolution : 

" Under the resolution of the Council dated September 5th, 1923, the communication 
of minorities petitions shall be restricted to the Members of the Council. However, by 
virtue of paragraph 5 of the Assembly resolution, dated September 21st, 1922, any 
Government Member of the League can make a request to the Secretariat for petitions 
(with the observations of the Government concerned) which have been communicated 
to the Council to be communicated also to that Government." · 

In 1925, the Sixth Assembly referred to its Sixth Committee the following proposal 
submitted by M. Galvanauskas, delegate of Lithuania : 

" The Lithuanian delegation proposes that the Sixth Assembly of the League should 
set up a special committee to prepare a draft general convention to include all the States 
Members of the League of Nations and setting forth their common rights and duties in 
regard to minorities." 

During the discussion of this proposal by the Sixth Comlnittee the question also arose of 
the procedure followed by the Council and the Secretariat for dealing with concrete questions 
relating to the protection of minorities. The Committee discussed paragraph VI of Chapter 7 
of the annu~l Supplementary Report submitted to the Assembly. The Sixth Committee's 
!eport mentu~ns tha~ seve~al speak~rs paid a tribute to the work accomplished by the Council 
~n the execuhon of Its delicate duties and emphasised the merits of the procedure at present 

. ~ force. The ~port adds that some suggestions were made that this procedure might be 
1mpr~ved, but It was pomted out that, whatever was done, the provisions of the Minorities 
~reat.Ies must be respected. At the en_d o~ the discussion, it was proposed that the Comlnittee 
8hould recommen~ the Assembly to g1ve Its formal approval to the above-mentioned part of 
the report, and this prop?sal ~as favourably received by various speakers. 

_On the proposal of_Its SIXth Co~mittee, therefore, the Assembly, on September 22nd 
1,92:>, .~doptcd, a resolution where~y 1t approved that part of the report on the work of the 
Council, the ~ ork of th~ Secretariat, and the measures taken to execute the decisions of the 
,\ssembly w~1ch dealt With the pro~dure_followed with regard to the protection of minorities. 
The resolutiOn added that, the L1thuaman representative having withdrawn his proposal, 
the. Assembly requested the Secretary-General to communicate to the Council the discussion 
which h_ad take~ place in the Sixth Committee. 

At Its meetmg _on Decem~er 9th, 1925, the Council took note of the Assembly, resolutions 
and the ~presentahve of Brazil, the Rapporteur for minorities questions then made a personal 
declaratiOn to the Council. ' 
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Since then the mino~ties questions has been raised on several occasion at the Assembly 
but has not been the subJect of any report or special resolution. 

IV. APPLICATION OF THE PROCEDURE FOR THE EXAMI~ATIO~ OF PETITIONS. 

. ~he establishment .of the procedure for t~e examination of minorities petitions is dt•nl t 
w1th m on«: of the prev10us c~apters. The obJect of the present chapter is to show how this 
procedure 1s at pres~nt apphed. . , 

Generally speaking, the Secretanat acts on the fundamental principle hud down in 
Tittoni's report adopted by the Council on October 20th, 1920, that petitions from minoritit'll 
are in the nature of information pure and simple. In accordance with this principle and 
with t~e inten~ion.underlY_ing.the est~blishment ~f the proced~1re,. care has always been tnkt•n 
to av01d making 1ts apphcat10n a kind of procedure rontradtcl<me or Judicial procedure in 
which the petitioner and the Government concerned appear as two parties to be heard by the 
League of Nations. The Council has established for minorities petitions ani generi• procedure 
adapted to the nature of the right of petition established by M. Tittoni's report. The object 
of this procedure is, not to enable the Council as it were to settle a lawsuit bet.ween two p1~rties, 
but to ensure that reliable infonnation as to the manner in which the signatory States to the 
Minorities Treaties are carrying those treaties into effect is laid before the Members of the 
Council. This information is then carefully considered by a Committee of Three and is used 
where necessary as a basis to enable the Members of the Council to exercise their rig-ht to draw 
the Council's attention to cases of infraction or danger of infraction of the treaties if they 
think it desirable. 

It is in this light that the present procedure and its application should be conMill11red. 
Any comparison between it and ordinary judicial procedure under the internal law of individual 
States might give rise to misunderstanding and lead to erroneous conclusiona. The respective 
aims of the two procedures being dilierent, they cannot be expected to be subject to the same 
guarantees or the same formalities. 

In order to show as clearly as possible how the procedure in respect of minorities petition• 
is applied at the present time, we will consider in turn the following points : 

(a) Acceptance of Petitions. . 
(b) Communication to t.he Government concerned for any Observat10ns. 
(1') Communication to the Members of the Couneil. 
(d) Examination by the Committees of Three. 
(e) Replies to Petitioners. 

(a) ACCEPTANCE OF PETITIONS. 

· When a petition from a minority is received by the ~cretariat, !t. is submit.ted to a 
preliminary examination by the Minorities Section to ascertam. what dec~s10n 1h~uld _be t~ken 
by the Secretary-General regarding its acceptance. The obJe!l~ of this exammatwn -~~ to 
decide without examining the case on its merits, whether the pet1t10n fulfils the f1ve conditwns 
of ac~ptance laid down in the Council resolution of September 5th,_ ~923. . . 

This work is of a very delicate na~ure. Not. only must each pet1t10n be. ~xammed w!th 
scrupulous care but in many cases the mterpretat10n to be placed on the conditiOns go':ermng 
acceptance and upon the relevant terms of the Minorities Treaty must also be considered. 
The fact that, in the procedure as established, petitions are not ~e~arded 118 ~ctual req~es~ 
but as sources of information pure and simple means that the conditiOns goverrnng acceptance 
must be given a very broad interpretation. 

These conditions relate to : 

(1) The origin of the petition : " Petitions must not emanate from an anonymous 
or unauthenticated source " ; · 

(2) Form : " Petitions must not be worded in violent language " ; 
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(3) Content.&: Petitions: (a} must have in view the protection of_ r:ninoritie~ in 
accordance with the Treaties ; (b) must not reques~ th!l severance of pohtwal relatwns 
between the minority in question and the State of wh1ch 1t forms a part! (c) must contain 
information or refer to facts which have not recently been the subJect of a petition 
submitted to the ordinary procedure. 

As regards the origin of petitions, it should ~irst. be observed that, i~ ~rder to be accepted, 
they need not necessarily emanate from the mmon~y c~mcerned. PetltiOD;S from persons or 
organisations which not only did not belong to the mmonty concerned but did not eve~ belong 
to the country referred to in the petition have often been decl~red acceptable, provided the 
source was not anonymous or unauthenticated. As to the questiOn under what circumstances 
the source may be regarded as anonymous or una_uthentica_ted, i~ is very_ diff!cult to lay down 
precise roles, and the Secretary-~e~eral uses _his own ~scr':twn, takmg mto acc?unt the 
circumst-ances of the case. In pnnmple, any signed petitiOn IS regarded as emanatmg from 
an authent.icated source. In certain cases, petitions sent by telegram have also been regarded 
as acceptable before being confirmed by letter. · 

As regards the form of petitions, the rule laid down by the Council on this point is also 
given a very broad interpretation. Petitions containing abusive langua:ge or terms 
inl'ompatible with the dignity of the Governments concerned are aJone reJected as not 
fulfilling this condition of acceptability. The Secretary-General takes mto account the fact 
that petitions may come from persons belonging to populations of prilnitive culture, in which 
case obviously their wording caunot be judged according to the strictest standards. Moreover, 
the Governments concerned very rarely question the acceptability of petitions on the ground 
that their form was not in accordance with the Council's rules. 

As regards the three conditions relating to the contents of petitions, the Secretary-General 
has merely to carry out a cursory examination of the facts and information sublnitted by the 
petitioner. He cannot verify any of the facts or even undertake to examine the substance of the 
question raised in the petition. In principle, when the statement of facts in a petition is 
prima fal'ie in accordance with the three conditions required, it is declared acceptable. 

If a petition is declared unacceptable, no action is taken in regard to it. The petitioner 
is not informed of the decision, for the reason already indicated, that he is regarded not as an 
applicant but purely and simply as a source of information for the Members of the Council.. 
For this reason, a petition is regarded as unacceptable only if it obviously does not fulfil one 
of the conditions laid down by the Council. On the other hand, when the Secretary-General 
declares a petition acceptable, it is always open to the Government concerned to dispute the 
justice of this decision. If it does so, the question is referred to the President of the Council, 
who may request two of his colleagues to examine it with him. Again, the Government 
conceme~l if not satis~i~d with the President's decision may ask for the question of the 
acceptability of the petltwn to be placed on the Council's agenda. So far, only one case has 
occurred where the_Government concerned has not accepted the President's decision and has 
asked f?r t~e _questiOn of the acceptab~ity_ of a petition to be placed on the Council's agen~a. 
. It IS _difficult to lay down a preCise line of demarcation between petitions of minorities 
m the strict sense of the term and communications of other kinds sent to the League on the 
subject of the protel'tion of minorities : nevertheless it is estimated that the total number 

·of petitions r~<;ffived by the Leag-ue Secretariat since September 1921 is about three hundred. 1 

Of these petitw~s, some hundred and fifty have been declared unacceptable, and the rest 
haTe been submitted to the procedure of examination laid down by the Council. 

(b) COMMUNICATION OF PETITTONI'I TO THE GOVERNMENT CONCERNED. 

Petitions declared acceptable by. the Secretary-General are communicated to the 
~overnme~t concerned for any _obse~v~tions it_ may desire to make. A very wide latitude 
18 allowe_d 1!1 the _matter of the time-liiDits -laid down by the Rules of Procedure---i.e., three 
weeks Within which the Government concerned should inform the Secretary-General whether 

. h
1 

Not incl~ding th~ petitions addressed to the Council in accordance with the procedure stipulated 
lD t e ConventiOn relatmg to Upper Silesia (cj. pagee 164 and 165 of the present document). 
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it does or does not intend to present observations, and two months within which these 
observations must be sent. 

In practice, i! the Gove~ent concerned does not inform the Secretary-Genel'lll within 
three weeks_ t_hat _1t does not mtend to send any observations, it is assumed that it will do 80 
and the petitwn IS not sent to the Members of the Council before the expiration of the period 
of two mo~ths. Moreover, when any Government considers it necessary to ask for an t>xtt>nNion 
of the penod. of two months, the extension has invariably been authorised by the J'rt'si•lt•nt 
of the Council. 

- The petition is not communicated in advance to the Government concerned In" exooptionul 
and ·extremely urgent cases:· or when a petition comes from the Government of a country 
:Member of the League of Natwns. In such cases, the petition is communicated simultaneously 
~o the Mem_bers of the Council_an~ to the G?v:ernme~t concerned. The Secretary·O<•neral 
IS only requued, ~efore commumcatmg the ~titton, to mform the representative of the State 
concerned accredited to the League of Natwns. The Council has not laid down any rule 
defining what constitutes the " exceptional and extremely urgent " charach.•r of a petition 
The Secretary-General uses his own discretion in such cases. · 

(~) COMMUNICATION OF PETITIONS TO liiEMBER.';J OF TRF. CoUNCIL. 

Petitions are communicated to Members of the Council for information, either togt~ther 
witli the observations of tho Government concerned, as soon as the Secretariat receives thorn, 
or immediately upon the Government concerned announcing that it does not propose to submit 
obs'<rvations. This communication of petitions to :Members of the Council, which, aa expluined 
in a previous chapter, was instituted by :M. Tittoni's report adopted by the Counllil on 
October 20th, 1920, does not constitute a juridical act, since the Council only becomes competent 
to examine the question if one of its :Members draws its attention to the infraction or danger 
of infraction of the ~Iinorities Treaty to which the petition refers. The petitions are thus 
communicated purely for information and are not sent to the Council as a body but to each 
of its Members individually. For that reason, documents containing petitions with the 
observations of the- Government concerned are regarded, not as documents communicated 
to the Council, but as documents communicated to the Nembers of the Co!lnril. 

Petitions and the observations of the Government concerned may be communicated 
to the Members of the League or to the public at the request of the Government concerned 
or in virtue of a resolution taken by the Council to that effect. ·Moreover, any Government of 
a State Member of the League may submit a request to the Secretariat that pet.itions and the 
observations of the Government concerned which are communicated to the l\Iembt~rs of the 
Council should be communicated to it also. In response to a request, certain Memhora of th~ 
League are sent regularly either all petitions communicated to the Members of the Council 
or only those relatillg to certain countries or certain minorities, as they de~ire. 

(d) EXAMINATION OF PETITIONS BY THE COMMITTEES OF THREE. 

. .As soon as a petition, accompanied by the o~servatio~s o~ ~he Gov~rnment concerned, 
18 communicated to the Members of the Council, the 1\lmontiea. Sectwn appro~hea the 
President of the Council with a view to the setting up of the Comnnttee of Three w.hiCb Ia to 
examine the petition. When the three members of this Com~i~tee have been appomtod! ~he 
Minorities Section prepares for their nse a memorandum con~alillDg a summary o~ .th~ petttwn 
and of the observations of the Government concerned. This memorandum, winch 18 wholly 
impartial. is intended to facilitate the Committee's work by presenting as clearly as p~sstble 
the various points raised by the petition and coming w~thin t~e sc~pe o~ ~he protect.ton of 
minorities provided for by the treaty (very often the pomt~ ra1sed m petitwna do not come 
within that scope\ together with the observations on each pomt by the Government concerned. 
The Secretariat i~ order to afford the members of the Committee of Three all the asststance 
they may desir~, then takes steps to collec~ the fulle~~ possible information on the facta of the 
ca~e and to study the points of law raised m the petition. 
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The meetings of the various Minorities Com~ittees which are in existence simultaneou8ly 
are generally held during sessions of. the 9ouncil,_ though t~ey a~e also held betw.~en . those 
scsMions, as it is not always easy to frnd time durrng Council sess_wns f?r the examrnatw';l
sometimcs a very detailed and lengthy proced~e- of the questiOn raised. ~hese questiOns 
are nearly always of a delicate nature and reqrnre the most thorough preparatiOn both by tho 
Secretariat and by the Members of the Cou';lcil. .AJJ.y of the l\Iembers of the Council may, if 
neceRRary, be required to sit on the Com~Itt~s. of Three: . . 

The examination of a petition by a :Mrnorities Committee IS not,. of course, confined to 
the actual meeting of the Committee. Each member of the Commtttee r:nust. proceed to 
examine the petition without delay as soon as the document co_ncerrung It . h~s been 
communicated to the Members of the Council. Naturally, the Secretariat must begm Its work 
as soon as possible, even before the Members of the Council have been commu~icate~ with. 
The discussion even at the first meeting of the three members of the Committee, IS thus 
-except perh~ps in very urgent cases- based on a considerable amount of preparatory 
work. 

The Committees meet privately, no formal Minutes being taken, and each is free to 
adopt its own procedure. As a rule, ~he Director ~f the ~fino~ tie~ Sec.ti?n make~ a ver~al 
statement at the beginning of the meetrng on the pomts which, m his opnnon, reqwre spemal 
consideration. Often, at their request, he offers the members of. the Committee suggestions as 
to the possible courses which may be taken in each case. 

Lastly, the Section has to see that the Committee's resolutions are carried into effect. 
All communications, whether verbal or written, between the Committees and the Governments 
concerned are effected through the intermediary of the .Minorities Section. Quite often the 
Committees ask the Secretariat to prepare for them special memoranda enabling them to 
obtain a more accurate idea of the situation or arrive at a decision as to the interpretation 
of certain clauses of a treaty or legislative or administrative provisions of the State concerned. 

Generally speaking, the object of the examination of a petition by the three Members 
of the Council appointed for the purpose is to consider whether one or more Members of the 
Council should exercise their right to bring the question to the Council's notice. This right 
may also be exercised by any individual member of the Committee, whatever view his 
colleagues may take. When once the question has been brought before the Council, it is 
dealt with in accordance with the normal procedure, that is to say, the Council considers 
it on the basis of a report submitted to it by its Rapporteur for minorities questions. 

In most cases, the members of the Committees of Three have found that, although the 
circumstances do not in their opinion justify the placing of the question on the Council's 
agenda, they do not permit of its being dropped altogether. The members of the Committee 
may consider, for example, that the information at their disposal does not enable them to 
decide whether there has or has not been an infraction or danger of infraction of the treaty ; 
or they may feel that they could obtain favourable consideration of the minorities' wishes 
by approaching the Government concerned in informal and friendly manner. The Committee 
then, acting t~rough. the _Minorities ~e~tion, ente~s into informal negotiations with that 
Government With a view either to obtammg further Information or to securing a satisfactory 
settlement. of the matter. The el~stic~ty of this system enables the various Committees to 
a~apt theu metho_ds to the speCial cucumstances of each case. A system of genuine and 
fnendly co-operatiOn has thus grown up between the League, acting through the Committees 
of Three, and the Governmen~s conc~rned, with a view to the equitable and satisfactory 
settle~wnt of sue~ ca:s~s. Thts ~xplams, too, why far fewer questions are submitted to the 
Council by ~he llhnoritles Committees than are the subject of informal negotiations between 
these Comm1ttes and the Governments concerned. 

The Jlo_licy of th~ Committees of Three of settling the various questions submitted to 
the_m by direct and mformal negotiations with Governments is based on a consideration 
~h~~~ all who have had occasion to sit on those Committees will doubtless recognise as wholly 
~ustif1~~Ie, n~mely, that, for the purpose of settling the majority of the questions raised 
m pet1twns, mformal and f~endly negotiations between a Committee of Three and the 
Governme';lt co?cerned const1tut~ a much more effective method than public discussion by 
t~e Council.. ~evertheless, despite the very natmal tendency to settle some questions by 
d~~ct f!Cgotif!-tiOn! ~hese Cor_nm1ttees have never hesitated to refer to the Council questions 
"hich, m the•r opmwn, reqwred to be considered by that body, or questions for the settlement 
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of ~hich the~ considered action by the ~ouncil more likely to be succt>s:Uul th1m unoffidal 
actwn ~n thell' ow~ part. It may be '!f mterest here to mt>ntion that, since &.-ptember 19:!1, 
the varrous Comm1~tees Of Three which have examined the petitions dt'!'lared acel'pt.ablo 
have held 190 meetmgs. 

When a que~tion is placed on the Council's a~enda, the documentary information on the 
subje~t automatiCally becomes public. The petitioner may then not.e the obst•rvations 
submitted by the Governmen~ conce!ned a~d the Council's discussions, as t.he examination 
of the case always takes ~lace m public. "hen the question is not submittt>d to the Counl'il 
either because the Comm1ttee of Three regards the Government's explanation as satisf1wt.ory 
or bl'cause a settlem~nt has. been. reached by informal action on the part of the Committee, 
the doc~ents remam co~dential and no communication is made to the pet.itioner, or to 
the CounCil, or to the public. In some cases the Committee has dedded, with the eon•t•nt of 
the Government conce~ned, to ma~e the documl'nts public. In other cases it has SUI!I!Ostl'll to 
the Government that 1~s observatl?ns should be sent to the petitioner, or- as h1,s mnst 
frequent.ly happened -1t as authonsed the Secretary General to make this communi<'at.ion. 
At firs~ the_ Committees of T~ee sometimes sent n.egative. reports to the Council - i.e., rt•pnrt 
informmg 1t that the Committee had not considered 1t necessary to bring the qut•stion 
submitted to it to the Council's notice. This method of procedure was applied in three or 
four cases, but was eventually abandoned, and the Committee of Three now merely inform& 
the representative of the State concerned that it has concluded its examination of the quest.ion, 

It should again be observed that the fact that a question has been referred to a Committee 
of Three does not affect the right of any other Member of the Council not a member of the 
Committee to bring the question to the Council's notice if it thinks fit. All the Membt•rs of 
the Council receive the document containing the petition and the Government'& obMervat.ions, 
and they may, if they so desire, ascertain through the Secretariat the result of the Committee' a 
examination of the petition and submit observations to the Committee, either officil~lly or 
unofficially. The Minorities Section also communicates to all l'tlembers of the Council, anme 
weeks before the opening of each session, a list of minorities questions which will be examined by 
the Committees of Three during the session. In comparing these lists, the Members of the 
Council may easily ascertain which are the petitions no longer under examination by the 
various Committees and which have been made the subject of informal negotiations bet11·een 
the Committees and the Governments concerned without having boon brought to the notice 
of the Council itself. 

The proceedings of the Committees of Three and the conclusions they reach are thua 
-except when a question is placed on the Council's agenda- not divulged eit~t1r to the 
petitioner or to the public. The Members of the C'!uncil. not represented on~ _Committee nm_y, 
however, ascertain the action taken by the Committee ID regard to any pet1t10n referred to 1t. 

(e) REPLIES TO PETITIONEB8. 

As a rule, the Secretariat merely acknowledges receipt of t~e petitions it rec~ivea. If the 
petition is considered acceptable, the acknowledgment of. rece1pt does not m~ntwn the fact. 
If the petitioner writes to the Secretariat to ask what actiOn has been take~ m. regard to the 
petition, the Secretariat's reply states that the petition has b~n dealt w~th m acco~dance 
with the procedure prescribed by the Council, but does not spe~ify whether 1t ~lJo:ll been Jud~.:ed 
acceptable or not. As a rule, a mere acknowledgment of receipt IS sent when petitions are found 
unacceptable. . . . . · · 

When, however, there is reason t'! believe that t~e petitiOner 18 unaware. '!f th~ conditu!ns 
of acceptance prescribed by the Council, the Secretanat usual.I~ draws the pet1t10ner ~ ~ttcntwn 
to this point and communicates the actual text of the conditwns. Nevertheless. It .11 always 
very careful to ensure that the information so given can never be construed as advice to the 
parties concerned on the manner of submitting their petitions. . 

As already indicated the observations of the Government concerned are not commumcated 
to petitioners unless the Committee of Three so decides, with the consent of the Government 
concerned. li I d be dd d 

As regards the work and the resolutions of the Committt;es '!f Three, ~t e nee a e 
here to what has already been said above. When the questiOn 18 closed w1thout reference to 



.-180-

the Council, no commu~cation is made to the.l?etitioner, and if ~be latte~ a~ks for information 
as to tba result of the consideration of the pet1t~on ~y t~e Comrmttee, _he 1~ !nformed1 as a rule, 
that no :Member of the Council has so far, actmg l_ll. virtue of the ~linont1es Treaties, drawn 
the Council's attention to the subject of the petitiOn. . . . . . 

Further, 80 far as the procedure of. the. Committee of Three IS con<:erned, 1t IS rmm~tenal 
whether a petition comes from th~ mrnon~y concerned or from a .t~rrd part;r not directly 
interested in the question, as the mformat1ve ~haracter of ~he _pet~twn remams unaffected, 
whether the petition comes from persons belongmg to the rmnor1ty Itself or not. 

Part III. 

I. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS. 

The foregoing account of the origins and development of the work of the. League in 
relation to the protection of minorities brings out certain_general prin~iples of great 1mp~rtance. 

~·· In the first place. it is clear that _the system which was ~eVIsed for guaran~eemg ~he 
8tipulations of the treaties and for makmg that guarantee effective was planned With a VIew 
to avoiding one great difficulty which had been felt in connection with the parallel clauses 
of the Treaty of Berlin of 1878. The obligations relating to the treatment of ~o~ties 
undertaken by certain States by the terms of that Treaty were undertaken to the mdiVIdual 
States signatory of the Treaty. .Accordingly, any question concerning the execution of those 
obligations was the concern of the individual States in question. The result was inevitably 
that any action taken by the States in question for the benefit of the minorities was likely, 
in fact, to be based or, at best, was certain to be generally believed to be based, not simply 
on their desire to see that the rights of the minority were properly safeguarded,· but on 
considerations arising from their individual political interests. The authors of the Minorities 
Treaties found in the creation of the League the means of escaping from this difficulty, and 
the system which they devised was intended to ensure that, in the future, action taken in defence 
of the rights of minorities should, both in fact and in public opinion, be taken without reference 
to the special interests of any individual Powers. At the same time, they secured the not 
less essential result that the loyalty of the minorities to the State of which they form a part 
should not be exposed to the special temptations arising from a faculty of direct intervention 
given to a neighbouring State with which they !night have special affinities of race or of 
sentiment-t' The purpose of the Treaties was to ensure that the Ininorities should, for the 
future, enJOY conditions which would enable them, without loss of their religious or cultural 
heritage, to bring to the State of which they now form a part, that loyal co-operation on 
which the Assembly laid stress in its resolutions of 1922. In the view of the Comlnittee, 
it is of great importance that nothing should be done to inlpair these principles. . 

. In the second place, both the authors of the Treaties, and the Council in developmg 
its procedure, have been at pains to avoid creating a situation which would place the 
G'?ve~men_t ~f any State h~ving u~~ertaken obligations, and any minority or member of a 
mmonty w1thm that State, m a pos1t10n analogous to that of parties opposed to one another 
in le~tal or arbitral proceedings. 

The autho~s of the Treat!es ~eliberatt;lY rejected any proposal which could give count~nance 
to the_ con~ptwn of anY: !fiiDOnty !ormmg a separate corporation within the State./· If the 
Council demded that pet1t10ns relatmg to the treatment of minorities whether received from 
!llember~ of a Ininority or not, should, under certain conditions. be comm'unicated to its members, 
1t made 1t clear that it regarded these petitions solely as sources of information and that the 
only part,ies to any action which mi~tht arise therefrom would be the Governm'ent concerned 
and the Gov~rn!llents ~f in_dividuall\lembers of the Council or the Council itself. Here, again, 
we have a pr~mple whw_h IS not ~mly clearly a part of the system as laid down in the Treaties, 
but whose '!Jam_t~nance IS essential to their satisfactory working on behalf of the Governments 
and the mmontws concerned 
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Thirdly, the history of the Connell's action · 1 f t h · 
shows that the system which it has developed is ~~a~! :at !t-bt.ectton of mi'!~rities 
foreseen in the Treaties themselves, on collaboration b~tween t!e Co~nctl~~o:h spec.tftcn~l! 
concerne~. T~e latter have a~ed to a system onder which, in practil"t' tt~~uf!~ 8 

commnnteate etther to the Council m the form of observations on ""tt"tions t t'b c · · Y 
f Th · I t art" n1 · · r- , or o e ,omnut.tt>e 

o ree m rep Y o P tc ar enqwnes, whatever information is jud<>t>d by those b u· 
to be n_ecessary. On a n~mber . of occasions, different conntrit>s have spontant,:u~f8 
comm~mcated t~ ~he _Conn~il detatled statements regarding the action tht'y hi\Ve t 1U.en i~ 
executwn. of spe~ftc sttpulatwns ~f the Minorities Treaties. The Commit too think it desirable 
to under!ffie _the rmportance of this collaboration, and to express the hope that it may be not 
~mly m~ID:t~~d but extended. They feel that this free communicat-ion of information on 
1ts ow~ rmt1attve, by the State concerned is in the interests, not only of the Council, but or' the 
State ~tself, 'Yh~se efforts are. t_hus better understood and appreciated by the 1\lemlwrs of the 
Connell .. It 1s m t~e same sprn_t ~hat t~e C01_nmittoo put forward at a lat.er stage in this report 
a suggestiOn regarding ~he pubhCity which Dllght be given, with the concurrence of the country 
concerned, to concluSlons reached by the Committees of Three. 

II. CONCLUSIONS .A...W RECOMliENDATIONS. 

The Committee ~as made a carefnl examination of the various suggest-ions it baa received. 
It has not th?ught 1t neces~ary. to mention them all in the ensuing considerations. Some 
of the suggesttons were outs1de 1ts terms of reference or were clearly in contradiction with 
the general principles on which the League's activities in connection with the protection of 
minorities are based. · . 

The Committee desires to submit the following considerations and conclusions : 

The proposals made may be classified onder the following headings : 

(a) Proposals of a general character. 
(b) Transmission of petitions. 
(c-) . Relations with petitioners. 
(d) Composition and operation of the Committees dealing with petitions. 
(e) Information and publicity. 

(a} PROPOSALS OF A. GENERAL CHARACTER. 

These proposals relate,· firstly, to the constitut.ion of a permanent comnusswn for 
supervising the situation of minorities, and, secondly, to the rille of the Permanent Court 
of International Justice in regard to the application of the Minorities Treatit>s. 

The Committee realised the importance of these proposals. It examined them in detail, 
both in the light of the Treaties and in that of the League's work and of the recorda of its 
activities in the sphere of the protection of minorities. . 

.As regards the first suggestion mentioned above, it should be observed that the Treatws 
contain no provisions permitting the Connell to exercise constant supervision wit.h ref<'ar<l 
to the situation of minorities- i.f., a. supervision capable of being exercised apart from ca~~es 
in which a member of the Connell has drawn the latter's attention to an infraction, or danl!.-r 
of infraction, of the Treaties. It is by the latter that the fnnctions of the Council are specified. 

-Modifications in the Treaties require the assent of the Conncil (acting by a majorit.y) aDil 
the Council can take action when an infraction of the treaty stipulations (or danger thereof) 
is brought to its notice by one of its members. It is through the wor~ing of t~ese .provisions 
that the operation of the guarantee of the Leagne of Nations. onder which ~he mu.wnty clauses 
are placed is ensured. Any supervision outside the examinatiOn of cases of mfr~twn, or dan~£•r 
of infraction, which might be brought to the Connell's notice ~ C?nformit;r Wlth the treatres 
won!d be outside the scope of the latter, and it conld not be mstttuted wtthout t_he consent 
of the parties to the treaties. The suggestion in question would, moreov-:r. modify to such 
an extent the conception on which the treaties are based that the Comlllittee does not fool 
able to make a recommendation to this effect. 
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As regards the rOle of the Permane!lt C:~urt of I!lternational_ Justice, the Con;tmittee 
can only refer to the stipulations of the 1\Hno~tieS Trea~Ies and th~ right whw~ they give any 
.Member of the Council to refer to the Court disputes whwh J?laY arise _betw~en .It and_ the St.ate 
concerned in regard to any question ~f Jaw or fact concernmg the stipulatiOns relative to the 
protection of minorities. The Committ.ee r~call~ the fact .tha~ on September 21st, 1922, the 
Assembly adopted the following resolutiOn m this connectiOn · 

" In case of diff~rence of opinion as to questions of law or fact arising out of the 
provisions of the .Minorities Treaties between the Go_vernment concerned and one of the 
States .Members of the Council of the Leagiie of NatiOns, the Assembly recommends that 
the .Members of the Council appeal w!thout unnecess~ry delay. to ~~e Perma:nen~ Co?Ji 
of International Justice for a decision m accordance With the Minorities Treaties, It bemg 
understood that the other methods of conciliation provided for by the Covenant may 
always be applied. " · 

(b) TRANSMIS~ION OF PETITIONS • 

. The proposal has been made that petitions should be addressed. to t~e. Govern~~nt 
concerned, with a request that they should be forwarded to the Secretanat Within a specified 
period, if the Government does not desire to reply to the petitioner direct. Furthermore, 
if the Government does not succeed in giving satisfaction to the petitioners, the latter should. 
after receiving a reply, give their reasons for maintaining their petition and may at the same 
time ask the Government concerned to forward all the correspondence exchanged to the 
Secretariat within a specified period after the receipt of their final rejoinder. The Government 
would have to comply with this request and notify the petitioners of the fact, at the same 
time communicating to them any supplementary observations it may think fit to add to the 
dossier. 

The Committee does not feel able to recommend the adoption of this proposal. As 
recalled above, a petition addressed to the League of Nations by persons whether belonging 
to a minority or not, is a source of information and nothing more. But the procedure proposed, 
having to some extent the character of a debate before a tribunal, is not compatible with the · 
Treaties. The Committee thinks, moreover, that such a procedure would make it more 
difficult to remedy the grievances of minorities, since it would diminish the possibility of 
friendly negotiations between the Government concerned and the Committee of Three. The 
Committee has reason to believe that the proposed change would not be welcomed either 
by the Governments or by the minorities themselves. 

(c) RELATIONS WITH THE PETITIONER!'~. 

It has been indicated above that the Secretary-General, when he has reason to believe 
that the. petition~r is no~ a w~re of t~e conditions of receivability fixed by the Council, 
draws his attentiOn to thts pomt and m some cases communicates to him the text of these 
conditions. The Committee recommends that a further step should be taken in this direction ; 
it considers that every time a petition is declared irreceivable the petitioner should be notified. 
The Secret!'ry-General '!ould continue the present practice of attaching to this communication, 
whenever It seems adVIsable to do so, the text of the conditions of receivability. 

Fu~~ermore, the Committee thinks there would be no grave objection, after examination 
of a petitiOn by the M?m.bers o~ the Council appointed for this purpose had been concluded, to 
the Secretary-General s infornung the petitioner that no Member of the Council had drawn 
the latter's a~tent.ion ~o th.e question dealt with in the petition. The Committee makes no 
recommen~atwn on this ~om~, h~wever: Th~ fact that in the majority of cases the petitioner 
would receive. ~ communw~twn mfornung hlill that the question raised had not been placed 
on the Council s agenda. might create the erroneous impression that nothing had been done ; 
but .•. as has been e_xplamed above, the .Members of the Council appointed to examine the 
petttiOn often obtai~ from the ~ov~r.nmen.t concerned the adoption of measures favoura~!e 
to the persons belongmg. to the mmorities. Without there being any need of drawing the Councils 
attent10n to the question. 
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(d) CoMPORITION AND OPEBo\TroN OF THE ComnTTEER DEAUNG WITJJ PETITION<~. 

Va~ous sug_g~stions have heen ~aderegarding the composition of the committl'l's appointed 
to. examme pet1~10.ns. The Comnu~tee does not desire to recommend any mo<lifit•at.ions in 
this respect .. Ongm~Jly,_ t_he Committees of Three were set up in order to give the l\lt•mht•rs 
of t~e Connell, the mmont1.es and the St.at~s concerned, .the .assurance that any petition jUtlj.."lld 
receJva~Ie wo~d b~ subm1t~ed to a spec1al and consmentwus examination. Now, not only 
does th~s exam10at10n pernu~ t.he Membe~s of t_he Council to decide whether th~y will bring 
a questiOn before the Council m confornuty w1th the treat.ies, but as explain~d above the 
Committee often endeavours, by means of unofficial negotiations .:Vith the Stat-e conoo;ned 
to induce the latter to take appropriate measures to deal with the situation. This prat•t.ice' 
which has adde~ to t~e original duti~ of the three members of the Committoo, h118 boo~ 
generally recogn_1sed; 1t has been expl:uned to the Assembly, and met with the approval of 
that body, and 1t h.a~ been conc~d 10 by the Sta~s having minorities. This Jlr•wt.ice has 
grown up as an addi~wn to the ong10al system to wh1ch the resolutions of Odober 2fit.h, 1920, 
and September 5th,-1923, referred. It has enabled the Committees to obt.ain the friendly 
co-operation of the States concerned, in dealing with the questions under examination. 1 n 
these circumstances, the Committee does not feel able to put forward any proposals li>~hle 
to compromise the useful work which is thus being done in the best interest of the minoritiea. 
It is, moreover, the general practice of the League of Nations not to sanl'tion essonti11l 
modifications in its proced ore without previously ascertaining that the St.atea ronc~>rmld 
have no objection. Apart from these reasons, there would be no pratical advantage in enl11rging 
the Committee. It is true that the Council had only eight Members when the Committtle of 

·Three was instituted, and it might therefore be argued that a committee of five m~>mbt>n 
would maintain the original proportion now that the Council has fourteen Members. DeRpite 
this argument, the Committee sees no advantage in increasing to five the number of m~>mhera 
of the Committee of Three. The Committee would not, however, desire to pronoune~ definitt~ly 
against such an enlargement of the Committee of Three if there were a general fooling in 

. favour of it, and provided, of course, that the Governments concerned had no objedion. 
But it believes that the smaller this Committee is the greater will be the chan<',e of tho unoffici111 
discussions with the Governments concerned leading to satisfactory results. 

In particular. the Committee cannot recommend that the petitions should be referred 
to a committee consisting of all the Members of the Council. In practice, it would lw 
impossible to distinguish between the Council itseU and a committee thus composed. It 
could not be maintained that a step taken by such a committee would not be a st~>Jl taken 
by the Council. The examination of a petition by a committee consisting of all the !limn bt>rs 
of the Council would therefore be equivalent to examination ,bY the <;oun~il itself- ~ntl t~il 
without a Member of the Council having drawn the latter s attentiOn, 10 con_form1~y With 
the Treaties to an infraction or danger of infraction. The States bound by at1pulutwns for 
the protection of minorities would be justified in regard!ng such a measure as a departure 
from the system accepted by them in virtue of th~ .Tre~;~t1e~. . . 

With this question is bound up that of the partJClpatwn 10 the ~ro~eedmgs !Jf a Comm1t~e 
of Three of States which have or might be thought to have a speCial mte~est m the queat.1on 

·dealt with in the petition submitted to the Committee. It. has been expla~ned above that the 
purpose of the Treaties is to prevent the direct interventiOn of any partiCular State for the 
protection of minorities and to substitute an international guarantee for the gu~ntee of the 
Great Powers provided 'tor in the previous treaties, there being a risk that a partiCular State 
would only intervene when its own interests led it to do. so .. 1\Ior~over, an_y member of t_he 
Council who does not belong to a Committee of Three retarns nght ~ven ~ h1m by the tr~~tlea 
to draw the Council's attention to any case of infraction or dang~r of 10fract10n of the prov:IRJOns 
relative to the protection of minorities. Not only does he rece~ve a copy of all. the re<'~ 1_vable. 
petitions and of the observations of the Governments concerned, but ~e canf ~~~rm hm~ae!~ 
through the Secretariat of the treatment of the petition in the ComDllt~ o 1[ee, an • 1 
necessary, submit his observations to the Committee eithe~ f!Jrmally or mfo~a Y· f Th 

The Committee also feels unable to recommend the adDll8slon to ~he Comffilttees 0 ~ee, 
even in an " advisory capacity ", of a representative of the St~t~ of wh1ch the perstn~ be~~gmg 
to the minority affected are nationals, ~r of the State the ~daJo':ltY f!{ wh~~!~~ur:!!~~atio~n~~ 
to the same race as the persons formmg part of the sa1 mmon Y· P 
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theHe two States in the Committee would give the 11roceedings the ch_aracter of a deb.ate before 
a tribunal, which would be incompatible with thell' nature and th~l.l' purpose .. This purpose 
is, as we have already said, to enable the Members <!f the Coun~Il to d~t.ermme wh~ther a 
minority question should be brought before the Council and also, m certam case~, to give. t~e 
Committee an opportunity of inducing the State ~onc~~ned, by means of unofficial 
representat-ions, to ta~.e measures favourable to the mmont.Je~. . 

It has also been suggested that the Committees of T~ee m1gh_t be help~d by an ~dVIsory 
commission to which they migbt, if necessary, refer certam questions. This suggestwn does 
not appear acceptable for the following rea~ons : . . . 

Experience has shown that the Secretanat of the ~eajrue of Nations ~s able to _obtam. and 
supply to the Committees of Three the informati?n which they may reqUI.l'e on varwus pomts, 
and also to provide them with all necessary assistance. Moreover, apart from the fact that 
it would be difficult to say what are the qualification~ of an expe~ ~ the matter of minorities, 
the Committee has serious doubts whether an adVIsory comnusswn such as that proposed 
would be compatible with the spirit of the Minorities Treatie~ .. _An opinion given ~y this 
commission would, in practice, considerably ~educe the. r~~po~sibllity of a State o/awmg the 
Council's attention to ali infraction. But this responsibility IS and should remam fnll and 
entire. The State assuming it must act on its own convictions and must not simply base 
itself on the conclusions of a group of experts. . 

The Committee therefore recommends the maintenance of the present practice as regards 
. the examination of petitions. It considers that the meetings of the Committees of Three should 

nonnally take place during the sessions of the Council so as to permit of the personal attendance 
of the members of the Council .. Meetings might, however, also be held, as is at present the case, 
in the interval between the Council's sessions ; and the members of a Committee of Three 
may take a decision to this effect whenever they think it advisable for the examination of a 
particular petition. 

(e) !NFORJIIATION AND PUBLICITY. 

Various suggestions have been made on this subject. Before considering them, the 
Committee desires to say that no innovation as regards the present procedure ought either 
to go beyond the scope of the treaties or be likely to hinder the success of the very useful 
work done by the Committees of Three when they endeavour to remedy particular situations 
by means of unofficial negotiations with the Governments concerned. Accordingly, the 
Committee feels unable to recommend that the Committees of Three should sit in public or 
should publish Minutes. It does however, desire to propose that each Committee, at the 
conclusion of its work, should address to the other Members of the Council, for their individual 
information, a letter communicating the results of their proceedings. This communication 
would be consistent with the provisions of the Council's resolution of October 21\th, 1920, 
w_hieh proV!-d~s that the examination of a petition by a Committee of Three is done with a 
VIew to ass1stmg Members of the Council in the exercise of their rights and duties as regards 
the pro~ction of minorities. The Committee further recommends that the Secretary-General 
should circulate once a year to all the Members of the Council for their individual informa
tion, a document containing all the communications thus made. 

As regards the information of the public, the Committee recalls that in its resolution of 
September 5th, 1923, the Council stipulated that "the communication' of petitions and of 
obsl.'rvations (should there be any) by the Government concerned may be made to other 
~embers of the Le_ague or ~o the general public at the request of the State concerned or by 
Vll'tu~ of a res~l~twn to this ef~ect passed by the Council after the matter has been duly 
submitted to It . The Comiruttee further proposes that the Council should instruct the 

. Secretar;r- G~ne~al ~o publish each year statistics of the number of petitions received by the 
Secretanat, ~dwatmg the number of petitions declared irreceivable, the number of petitions 
declared receivable, _the number of Committees of Three set up to examine the latter, and 
the numb11r of '!leetmgs held by these committees. . 

;r~e Comnuttee d~sires to add that it attaches great importance to the question of 
pubhc1ty _; but emph~1ses that the success of the negotiations undertaken by the Committees 
~~ Three m the ~es.t mterests of the persons belonging to the minorities seems to it still more 
Important. It Is m order to safeguard these negotiations that the Committee does not 
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recommend a more detailed publication by the Secret G 
It desires to point out, however, that the results of an ex~·. e~.eral :han t.hat proposed above. 
of Three may al_ways ~e published with the consent of the ma •on °. a peht10n by a l'ommittee 
and ~he Co~nuttee smcerely hopes that the Stat.es in qrep':sent~·\\"e of th~ St.ate ~onrtorned; 
find 1t poss1 ble to consent to such publication The co ues u~n 111 • ~0 an mcreagmg dt>J.'l'l.>e, 
permit of the publication of the letter of the C~mrnittee ~~eTt:!e qu:t•gn would, f?r examl~l.,, 
of the other Members of the Council or of any other text hi h m . nh ed for the mformahon 

. · w c rn1g t appear suit-able . 

• • • 
S~ch are the conclusions to which their investigations have 1 d th b 

Comnnttee. They venture to hope that these conclusions . e . e llll'l~l el'll of t.he 
approval. They are convinced that the ado t' f WI~ moot _W"lth their collt\lLgUes' 
constitute a positive contribution to perfectk 

10:h~ 8t~~~ggestl0ns Which they s.u~mit would 
give effect to the guarantee which it has underlk ~h C set ~p by the Connell 1n ordt•r to 
~re !Jl the interes~s. both of the. States conce:Oed.and ~f ~~~~!:!r1~~:.t~:~t~f.~~ ~~~~:;··~~ 
m1 splr6~ by thke spmt of progresSive co-operation which constitutes the true foundntion of the 

eague s wor • 

Sub-Annex 1. 

MEMORANDA FORWARDED BY GOVERNMENTS. 

I. 

LETTER FROM THE AUSTRIAN FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO THE 8ECRETARY·GENERAL 

OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

[Translation.] Vienna, April 9th, 1929. 

· B.Y your letter of March 18th, 1929 (C.L.42.1929.I), you were good enough to forward to me 
the !dinutes of the speeches delivered at the fifty-fourth session of the Council of t.he Lenguo of 
N atwns on the question of the protection of minorities, together with the text of the resolution 
on the subject adopted by the Council on March 7th last. -

Under the terms of this resolution, a Committee of Three was instructed to auhmit to the 
Council at its next session a report on the proposals of the representatives of Canada and 
Germany on the subject of minorities, taking into account the different pointe raised by nrioue 
Me!Jlbers of the Council during the discussion. The resolution provided, further, that ~fates 
WhiCh-have accepted the provisions for the protection of minorities and also 11ny other Htate 
Member of the League of Nations may submit observations to the Commit.tee on the Ruhject. 
. Not only is Austria one of the States which have entered into conventional undertakings 
m the matter of the protection of minorities, but the Federal Government- I venture to refer 
to my speech in the Assembly on September 8th last- regards the intolerance "'r!~ing from 
exaggerated nationalism as one of the most fertile and dangerous sources of the politiCal unreRt 
'!'hich exists all over the world. Accordingly, the settlement of minority qnestiona on rea~~onable 
lines calculated to allay passion constitutes one of the primary conditions for the ma.int~na~ce 
of World peace, and the Austrian Government desires to take advantage of the mvttatwn 
extended by the Council of the League of N a tiona to bring its views more fully before the 
Committee of Three and of the C01mcil itself. 

The Federal Government desires first, to express its deep aatisfaction at ~rtain 
declarations made by members of the 'council, more particularly by the representat1veij of 
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France, Great Britain and Germany, concerning the principles gov~rning the p~otection of 
minorities in general and the League's guarantee. The~ declaratiOns and_ theu reception 
by the Council encourage the Federal Gov~rl?-ment to believe ~hat the more Important views 
on this question are beginning to take definite shape,_ an~ this must undoubtedly; be o~ the 
greatest importance in the future development of mmority law and the League s attitude 
towards the problem. 

There appeared to the Federal Governm~nt to be g~ne~al agreement at the debates on two 
main theses, which in their turn imply certam other prmciples. 

1. It was agreed that the Minorities _Tr~aties ":ere not ~o be re~ard~d as purely ephemeral 
measures designed simply to reduce the eXIstmg tenswn pendmg the_meVItable absorptw~ of_ the 
minorities by the majorities, but that t~ey .~ust be ~eem~d to c~nstltute permanent mstitutwns 
for the Tasting maintenance of the mmorities, the!! ~bJect bemg to guaran~e~ the latter. the 
conditions necessary for their existence and thus elinunate an element of politiCal uncertamty 
which threatens to disturb international relations and world peace. . 

This thesis, in the Federal Government's view, implies a corollary. 
If it were agreed that the Minorities Treaties are merely ephemeral measures, it Inight be 

claimed that the legal provisions embodied in those Treaties are based simply on the territorial 
stipulations of the Peace Treaties and have been adapted to the conditions of specific States for 
a transitional period. 

If, however, the permanent character of these Treaties is recognised, the moral basis of 
their substantive provisions must incontestably lie in a general recognition that certain duties 
towards its Ininorities devolve on every civilised State, that these rules are consequently 
universal in character, and that they must be enforced irrespective of the provisions of existing 
treaties. · 

·2. It has been generally emphasised that the application of the provisions of the 
Minorities Treaties must always be bound up with the performance of the loyal duties devolving 
upon the Ininorities 1•is-ii-vis the States to which they belong. 

This thesis would appear to imply- and this, in the Federal Government's view, is a most 
important point of the minority problem- that the claiming of minority rights is not ip•o facto 
inconsistent with loyalty to the State. This necessarily implies, further, in the Federal 
Government's view, an admission of the following fundamental ideas: · 

(a) A minority which fights against absorption by a majority and clings with all its 
~trength to its racial origins is not thereby guilty of disloyalty to the State to which it belongs. 
Minority rights, as such, are simply part of and not inconsistent with the so-called right of self
determination of peoples ; they constitute a form of compensation offered to the minority by 
reason of the fact that the latter could not be granted or has not been granted the right of self-
detf•rmination · 

(b) A _S~ate which accords its minorities the rights necessary for their development is not 
merely f_ulfllhn~ a duty under treaty provisions or a general rule of international law ; it is not 
renou~cmg all Idea ~f what ~t may perhaps consider a justifiable aspiration that the minority 
may disappear,_ but IS followmg a proc~dure which is actually in its own interest. To quote the 
words of M. Rnand, before the Council of the League of Nations: 

. " It is. in no way to the interest of a country that any element of its population 
wh~ch has _1ts ~wn value and its own characteristics should disappear, and a great country 
whiCh realises 1ts own strength does not endeavour to bring about any such disappearance, 
It does not try t~ re~uce i~s po~ulatio~ to a uniform level. On the contrary, the strength 
of a co~ try cons1sts m ass1milatmg vanous elements of its population without letting them 
lose ~heu_ own characteristics and qualities. It is in this way that a country develops and 
acqUires 1ts full strength which enables it to expand. " 

Minority protection cannot be better defined than in the words of that great statesman : 

" The ~':'1 problem is! '!l'hile ensuring that the minorities shall preserve their language, 
cult~re, rehg10!1 and tradi_twns, to keep them as a kind of small falnily within the larger 
family, not With the obJect of weakening the larger falnily, but with the object of 
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harmc;mising all its c'?ns~ituent ele~ents with those of the country as a whole. The pi'O(>ess 
at ~hich_we should aun 18 not the d18appear~_"Ice of the minorities, but a kind of a.•simil..t.ion 
whi<'~h will tend to the greatness of th? nat10n as a whole without in any way diminishing 
th!l 111!-l?ort,ance of the smaller fam1ly. That is how I. llllde!'lltand the problt•m of 
mmorities. ' . _ 

. ~othing, ~the Fed~ral Government's view, could better allay the passions still roused by 
mmonty qu':stwns, nothing could serve !'ett~r to consolidate internal and international pe!l('ll, 
tha_n the UDIVersal acceptance l!f M. Br111nd s words and the observance of tilt~ prinl•iplt•s to 
w~~h he gave utterance. Ex:penence, alas, proves that we still have far to travel. The dnngl'rs 
ariS~g from a false c~nc':pt10n _of ~he ~ru~ character of minority law, however, are only too 
obVIous ... Clearly, a ~onty which mstll';ctively and of necessity endeavours to perpetuate and 
preserve 1ts own peculiar ~eat.ures, and I~ thereby considered, if not an enemy, at all events 
s~spec~ t() the State to which It belongs, 1~ p~rforce. placed, from the outset, in a fnl•e posit.ion 
vu-.a·VIB 1ts Government. Cl':arl~, a maJonty '!Vhich considers it its duty, with the St11t.e"a 
assistance, to ~uppre~s the mm~nty res~nts _reSlSt~ce by the latter as an aet of di•loy1•It.y, 
resents all outsi~e ass18tance which the mmonty recmves as an attack on the sovereignty of the 
State. The passiOns aroused by a false conception of the principles of minority law extend their 
pernicious effect~ to all br~nches of public life. To quote only one example, can there be any 
doubt that the vwlent exCitement aroused, even outside the circles immediately concerned, by 
the land reforms in various States is due primarily to the fact that itleas extraneous to the purely 
social principles of these reforms but originating in minority policy have forced their wt•Y in, 
that the land reform has in certain cases been carried out with the ulterior motive of Wl'nkening 
the minorities by striking at their economic resources, and that these reforms have at all evenh 
been resented as measures designed with thus ulterior motive f 

(c) But in order to estimate the League's role in this particular sphere, it is es•entil•l to 
arrive at a proper conception of minority protection. Once it i~ admitted that the equitable 
treatment of minorities is not a charge imposed on certain States but a duty devolving on every 
civilised State- a duty which assumes an international character only in so far as it tends to 
preserve peace, and is placed, in the case of certain States, llllder an international guamntee
it is impossible to maintain that the League of Nations should restrict its action in this particular 
sphere to pronollllcing judgment, like a court, when individual complaints are laid before it, 
.as to whether conventional undertakings have or have not been violated, and whether aome 
remedy is due. The view must prevail, on the contrary, that it is the League'a duty to asMiHt the 
respective Governments in their task by framing and adopting adequate uniform rules for the 
treatment of minorities, thus exerting itself in this, as in so many other domains-. even ~ for 
the time being only within the scope of the ?rlinorities Treaties- to promote mternat10nal 
co-opc>ration. 

The Federal Government trusts that the Committee of Three, when framing its report, and 
the Council, when adopting its resolutions in the matter, will be~ in mind t.he ~rinciplo11 
concerning minority protection enunciated at the fifty-second aes.swn of the Co~mr•1l ~y tl.IB 

. representatives of France, Great Britain and Germany, together with the Cf?ro~lanes whu,h, m 
the Federal Government's view ensue therefrom. The Federal Government 1s f1rmly persuatletl 
that general acceptance of tho'se principles is the first st~p in. anY: sincere attempt to aettle 
minority problems, the object of such efforts ~ei?~ to establis~ mmonty rules ~nd to m_co~porate 
them, in virtue of their acceptance by all civilised States, _m the. body of mtema.twnal law. 
The acceptance of these principles, the Federal Governme~t 18 co~VInced, wcmld also lead, even 
llllder the existing conventional re~-o-ime, to a far more liberal mterpretatwn of t~e r_el.evant 
provisions than is at present adopted by certain Governments in the treatment<!' mmont~cs 

On this last matter. the Federal Government ventures to ~ir~ct the ~peCial a~te!lt10n of 
the Committee of Three imd the Council to a certain class of restnc~wns w~wh are atiiiimpoHtld 
on minorities in some cases and which in its view, should be aboliHhed Without delay. . 

Under the Minorities Treaties. ethclcal minorities are guaranteed th!l free use. of th~1r own 
language in their private and public relations. It would obviously be mcom:pati_b~e w1th

11
t::: 

spirit of this provision not to interpret it as implying a guarantee that the mmont1es _aha 
entitled to preserve their national characteristics and to develop the source~ from _whw~ thV 
are derived. Practically all the members of the Council, and more particular Y t e 
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representatives of France, Great Britain an~ Ger':llany, to whom reference has already been 
made, expres•ed the view, in different terms, m thmr speeches on March 6th last, t_hat one of the 
principal objects of the Minorities Treaties was to. safeguard the cultural bberty of the 
minoritie•. f th t r . t . . 

The right to cultural liberty, however, is inseparahl~ r<?~ · a o mau:': runmg c_ultura\ 
relations with all peoples. It is only nat~~;ral th~t the m_moritJes sh<?uld _clau:n the ng-ht to 
maintain a cultural community of ideas Wlth thelf c?-n.atwnals, that 1s, '!Ith th~ br!lnches of 
their race which in another State constitute the maJonty of the P<?PU~atwn ; this right they 
reg-ard u.s an essential part of their cultural ~berty ~n~ ev?n of t~elf .rights as human beings. 
Unfortunately the peoples forming the ethrucal maJority m a mmonty State, and even the 
Governments 'frequently hold the view that the stressing of common cultural bonds, whether 
in the form of individual or cultural works, is incompatible with the_dut!es of l_oyalty d_evolving 
on the minority via-a-vi' the State. Cases have occurred of a mmonty b?mg forbidden to 
exchange literary productions in the form of books, newspapers or oth~r prmted matte~ with 
a foreigner of their own race, irrespective of the _contents of such produ~tw~~- . Cultural hberty 
is further impeded by the practice of preventmg the members of mmorities from attending 
schools of all kinds and grades in a particular foreign country. · 

The Federal Government can only explain such restrictions as being due to an erroneous 
conception of the nature of minority rights. They are attributable no doubt to the mistaken 
view that the cultivation of national characteristics constitutes in itself an act of disloyalty 
via-a-v;a the State, and that the maintenance of cultural relations with foreign cultural circles 
already implies the beginning of an attack upon the integrity of the State-a contention already 
shown to be entirely false. Surely the example of other States must serve to prove the error 
of this view. Surely the relations between Great Britain and the United States, between Spain 
and Portugal and the South American Republics, between the French, Italian and German· 
speaking races of Switzerland and France, Italy and Germany, bear witness to the possibility 
of an int\'nse cultural community of ideas, irrespective of the fact of varying nationality. 

Here, in particular, the general acceptance of a proper conception of the nature of minority 
rights would have a most excellent effect on the practice of the States. The Federal 
Government would ask the Committee of Three, accordingly, to devote special attention to 
this point. It would urge the Committee to avail itself of its powers under point 4 of the 
Council resolution of March 7th and to invite the Governments concerned to forward their 
views on the subject. 

The Federal Government desires to point out, lastly, that international intellectual 
co-operation constitutes one of the most remarkable and valuable parts of the League's work. 
The League has at its disposal a Committee and other bodies which regularly devote their full 
energy and extensive knowledge of this particular question. .A means of widespread interna· 
tional co-_operation already exists in the naturalities of blood and language extending beyond 
the frontiers of the St.ates, and the Federal Government suggests that the Committee on 
Intelle~tual C_o-operation should ~xamin~ the question of how far these bonds might be made 
use of m the mterests of general mternatwnal co-operation. 

The Federal Governm~nt is aware that t~e proposals which will form the subject of the 
future report of t~e Co_mmittee of _Three refer m the main to the procedure to be employed by 
the ~eae:ue of N a~wns m the e_xermse of the powers conferred on it by the treaties in the matter 
of mi_no~Ity questwns. In deliberately confining itself in these observations chiefly to questions 
of prmmple, the Federal Government has taken into consideration the fact that a clear definition 
of the principles governing minority protection is of the first importance for the minorities, 
an~ of the f~the~ fact that the procedure and the details of that procedure-as Dr. Stresemann 
pomtl'd out .m ~Is speech to the Assembly-must naturally reflect the League's attitude in 
regard to prmc1ples. 

A.s regards ~he questi?ns of pro~du~e raised, the Federal Government, having had as yet 
ver:r little exp~rie~ce, deslfes to confine Itself to the following remarks which are determined 
by 1ts standpomt m the matter of principle. ' 
. . ~he Fe~er~l Government suggests, first that the League of Nations should not in practice 
lir~ut Its act~on m the matter of minority questions to cases in which individual complaints are 
lwd before It. 

T~e Federal Gover~m~nt r~fers to the third proposal of the German representative on the 
Council, a proposal whwh It thinks should be adopted and which is strongly supports. 
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As reg~ds the League's trea~ment of individual complaints, the Fedtll'a} Oovt>rnment 
shares the VIew. that such compliUilts should be, not the rule, but the e:tl't•ption. It li"Ottld 
obviousl.Y be 9~te wrong, how~ver, to attempt to reduce the number by restricting the ri!:ht 
to subiDJt pet1tions, or by treatmg the complaints in such a way as to weaken confhlt•nt-e in the 
efficacy of appeal to the League. Any reduction in the number of complaints can on the 
con~. on~y ~nsue from a. gene~ ~ceptance !'nd the application to all minoritiN 'alike of 
eqrutable prmmples concernmg mmonty protection. 

The Federal Oovernme~t thinks t~at the procedure for the treatment of such OOIIIJllainta 
might usefully be amended m confonmty with the following print~iples : · 

The closest possible co-operation between the Council and the Government of tho 
State to which the petitioning minority belongs. This principle ia b&~~od on the conviction 
that a satisfactory solution of every individual case is of extreme important'll, not only to 
the Government concerned, but also to the community of nations represented by the 
Council. . · 

· The greatest possible publicity in regard to every stage of the procedure. This Ia the 
means best calculated to strengthen faith in the efficacy of the League's guamnt,f'e. 

The participation of all the Members of the Council at decisive stagf'B of the prot•oodings. 
The Federal Government is of opinion that the principle of exclutlin~e Members of the 
Council of the same race as the petitioner is inconsistent with an ample recognition of the 
fact that the equitable treatment of minorities is a matter of general intere•t. This 
restriction should be abolished. 

· The above recommendations would be satisfactorily met by accepting the propoRala which 
the Canadian representative, with the generous desire to improve the lot of minorities, hiWI 
submitted to the Council. The Federal Government accordingly& upports those propo•als. 

The Federal Government urges, lastly, that the League's action in regard to the protection 
of minorities should be made as far-reaching as possible, and declares• ils readiness in advance 
to adhere in so far as its adhesion may be necessary, to any resolutions that the Council may 
adopt on' the subject .. It .thinks that the Council should attach. special importance ~o this 
declaration as proceeding from the Government of a State wh1ch has assumed nrulateral 
convention~! undertakings in the matter of minorities. The Federal Government trusts that 
the work of the Committee of Three and the Council will prove entirely aucceMsful, and Is 
convinced that such success must be assured if that work is carried out in the Bpirit of 
conciliation and understanding which constitutes an essential condition for all international 
co·operation and is thus one of the fundamental prindples of the League. 

{Signed) SEIPEL, 

FedtTal Cllanrrllor. 

2. 

MEMORANDU111 BY THE BULGARIAN GOVERNMENT, COMMUNICATED I!( A LETTER 

DATED APRIL lOTH, 1929. 

[Translation.] Sofia, March lOth, 1929. 

In virtue of the resolution adopted by the Council o~ the League of Natio~l on ~[~reb 7th 
last relating to the protection ~f minorities, .the Bulgdantoan Gove:nmr:pont rr::t:i~ :!~j:ct~~~ 
to submit to the Committee which has been mstrncte presen a 
following observations : 
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I. 

The Bulgarian Government notes with satisfaction that all the me~bers of t~e Council of 
the League of Nations who took part in the dis_cus~ionse:t.the March s~sswn_recogrused that the 
rights of minorities constituted a constant obligatiOn ansmg out of stipulatiOns of a permanent 
character. . 

It greets with equal satisfaction the statements by the representatives of Great Britain 
France and Germany to the effect that the obse~vance of the treaties on the protection of 
minorities is a sacred duty of the League of N atwns. . . . 

"The Bidgru·ian Government is also very J!leased. to note tha.t m these disc~sswns nobody 
maintained or suggested to the League Council that It :w~s the aim of. the. ~re~~:t1es of Peace to 
destroy through aasimilation the distinctiv~ chara~tenst1~s of the mmorities m. any country. 
On the contrary, speakers emphasised that It ":as m the mterests o_f the countr1~s thems~lyes 
that their minorities should preserve their ethmc and cultural physiOgnomy, while remammg 
loyally attached to the State to which they belong. . . . .. 

The Bulgarian Government fully shares the .oprmon that ~he. s.ystem of mmontJes' 
protection should involve as a corollary a loyal attitude of the mmor1t1es towards the State 
of which they are a part. Similarly, the raising of any question relating to the protection of 
minorities must in no circumstances seek to disturb the unity of the State to which the minorities 
concerned belong or undermine the State's security. 

It is understood, of course, that the legal efforts of a minority, either within the country 
or through an appeal to the League of Nations or other international institution, with a view 
to obtaining the enforcement of its rights must never be regarded as acts of disloyalty towards 
the State to whirh it belongs. · . 

M. Zaleski very rightly said, in his speech in tbe Council on March 6th last : "The defence 
of the legitimate interests of minorities is an act of justice". 

To these general statements the Bulgarian Government would add its profound conviction 
that a conscientious respect for the rights of minorities, and a political and juridical treatment 
of these minorities identical with the treatment applying to the majority, will not oruy involve 
no risk to the unity of the state but will greatly contribute towards its internal consolidation 
and towards establishing an atmosphere favourable to the development of peaceful relations 
and mutual trust between neighbouring States. 

The Bulgarian Government is of opinion that these general principles constitute the 
framework within which the League of Nations should discharge its duties as regards the 
protection of minorities. These same principles call for a careful, permanent and effective 
protection of all minorities which are prevented from themselves aaserting their rights. The 
procedure to be adopted for this purpose should be sufficiently elastic and wide to enable the 
Lea.gue Council to embrace the many and complex aspects of the problem of the protection of 
minorities, as it arises in practice. 

II. 

From ~his point of yiew, the problem of Bulgarian minorities presents certain special 
features which are deservmg of mention and which make this problem one of vital importance 
to Bulgaria. 

There are. Bulgarian. minorities living in homogeneous and autochthonous masses in all 
the States whiCh are neighbours .of Bulgar~a. It is no exaggeration to say that more than 
one-qu:u-ter ?f t~1~ whole Bulgarian race IS under foreign rule. In all these countries the 
~ulganan mu~orities, except for a few isolated cases, are deprived of schools and churches 
m the Bulganan t.ongue. The countries to which they now belong have appropriated their 
former schools and churc_h.es. The treatment of these minorities is inspired by mistrust and 
very frequen~ly by hosti~t.y. They are forbidden any cultural communion with Bulgaria 
and are practiCally all sub]~ct to_a system o~ compulsory assimilation or expatriation. 

A~ a conseq~ence of this regime, Bulgai·Ia has had to receive a large number of refugees, 
exceeding, even smce the war, two hundred thousand. These refugees, together with the three 
hundre~ thousan~ refugees who came from the same parts before the war and who are now 
settled m Bulgaru':, repre~ent a. c~>ntingent of about half-a million Bulgarian immigrants out 
of a total populatwn of five mllhon Bulgarians living in Bulgaria. 
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These people are now ~ulgaria's o~ flesh and blood, and share in the politit'lll an•l 80 ·hl 
life of. the country on a foo~g of equality with other c.itizens. At the same time. tht>v rt•m~,in 
orgamcally at~~ched to thell' former homes. where they have in most castlslt•ft lwhind inl'lnht•l'l! 
of theU: families. They are attached by fee~gs of profound human ·solidarity to tht> 
po~ula!wns of t~e areas. they have left, ~n~ thell' hll~s beat in sympathy wit.b t hll rate of 
t~ell' kith and kin ~'Y'mg .to the verY: diffie~lt .conditions in which the Bulgnrian minorilito~ 
live, t~e whole of th1s 1mnugrant contmgent 18 ~ a s!ate of anxious tllnsion, whit•h Jll'\>st•nts 
a formidable obstac~e to ~he ~ow~h of ca:lme! footings m Bulgaria. No Governuwut mNll!Uroa 
can remove or m~dify t~1s S1tuat1~m, :WhiCh 1s deeply root_e~ in history and psychology. The 
only way of calmmg .th1s populatiOn IS by a loyal recogmtion of these minorit.ies and by the 
enforcement of the nghts conferred upon them. 

On. ~he other ~and, t~s attitude. of mind and .it.s ~nsnifllst.ations create an at.moHpht~re 
of susp1c1on and m1strust .m the relatwns of Bulgaria w1th ht>r n«'ighbour Statt>s l'be Joyal 
endeavours of t~e Bulganan (}ov~rnment to di~pel .this distrust by its a.-ts are not alwnya 
successful and th1s affects the rela~10ns of Bulgana w1th her neighbours. The real pal'ifit•atiou 
of the Balkans and the co-operatwn of the Balkan peoples in the work of peace thtJrofore 
depend to a l!J.!ge exte~t up~m '!' satisfactory solution of the minority problem. ' ' 

The questwn of mmor1t1es Is made even more pressing for Bulgaria by the proh!Pm of 
refugees. Thanks to the generous assistance of the League of Nations, Bulgaria was ennhled 
to contract a loan for the settlement of refugees, and in order to ensure a peaceful exist.••nce 
for these unfortunate persons she took upon herself heavy financinl burdens. l'he work of 
settlement is now approaching its end, but if Bulgaria is condemned to l't'ccive fresh refu::oos, 
owing to the difficulties with which the Bulgarian minorities are faced, the problem of thPir 
settlement will far overtax her economic capacity and financial resources. The problem will 
become insoluble. And yet fresh refugees continue to arrive in Bulgaria from time to time. 

The Bulgarian Government is of opinion that enough has been sahl to show the vital 
importance to Bulgaria ·of organising the effective protection of minoritil's. Peace and order 
in Bulgaria, friendly relations with neighbouring States and her financh•l and economic 
consolidation are very closely bound up with the minorities system. 

III. 

Iu these circumstances, the Bulgarian Government welcomes with· relief any step~ to 
facilitate more effective intervention by the League of Nations in the examination and solution 
of questions relating to the protection of minorities. Without wishin~ to disparage the. real 
value of direct agreements between the States concerned, the Bulganan Gov~rnment I& of 
opinion that intervention by the League remains for the present the most appropnate guarantee 
of the rights of minorities. The mere possibility that this intervention may be made more 
effective is calculate~ to encourage direct agreements between States. 

The Bulgarian Government therefore supports the sugj!'estions of M. Dandurand, the 
delegate for Canada, and those of Dr. Stresemann, German Minister for Foreign Aff~irs, ~s 
contained in their speeches in the Council on March. 13th l~st. The Government .co!ls1d~ra Jt 
unnecessary to repeat these suggestions or t~ argue m thell' favolll',. as the two dtstmgutKhed 
delegates furnished all the arguments reqmred. It would energetiCally support any o.ther 
proposals which might add to the means of !nv~stiga.tion and thu~ enable t~e Counc1l to 
determine rapidly the real situation of any mmonty and to ~nsm;e 1ts pr~tcctwn. . 

· The Bulgarian Government ventures to draw the Comm.1ttee a attent1~n to the caKe m 
w~ch the very existence of a minor~ty i~ ~isputed: . There. 18 ~ te~~ency m ~orne quart.~rs 

· to mterpret the expression " racial lingmst1c or rehgwus mmonty m an arbitrary f~hw~ 
which may even deny the existenc~ of a minority. It is therefore necess:.ry th.at the C?m~cil 
of the League of Nations should by some strictly impartial means ~uc~eed m est;ahhslung 
a criterion which would allow this question to be settled. Th~t cnt.enon must mclu•~e a 
number of essential conditions whose existence must be established m any concrete Clll!tl. 

These conditions are : 
1. A study of the scientific and statistical sources in regard to the nat~onality, l'l_'C6 

and language of the population concerned. which study must ~mbr~ !he penod PS~dmg 
that at which the population was incorporated by annexation w1thin another tate. 
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2. The presence in the territory of a neighbou~g St~te of a. h~mogeneous pop1_1la.tion 
whieh hl!.ll emigrated from the territory of the State disputmg the eXIstence of this mmority 
within its frontiers. · 

a. The existence of a special regime in certain recently annexed parts of the State 
which are now peopled by the minority in question. 

4. The conclusion of treaties under w~ch the State concerned has recognised the 
existence of minorities in its present temtory. 

5. International instrumt>nts which, on the basis of the principle of nationality 
have traced the frontiers of one of the States. 

6. Any means of investigation calculated to e~tablish in so~e ill_lpartia.l way the 
national consciousness of a population whose ethruca.l character IS disputed . 

• • • 
In submitting its observations, the Bulgarian Government, far from desiring to injure its 

neighbours or to engage in controversial discussion with them! is sure that, within the modest 
limits of its ability, it is helping to promote peaceful rela.twns and mutual trust between 
Bulgaria and her neighbours. It is also profoundly convinced that a. more effective protection 
of minorities can alone bring about the moral pacification of peoples and contribute to the 
maintenance of peace, which is the supreme aim and essential duty of the League of Nations. 

3. 

NOTE FROM THE CmNESE GOVERNMENT. 

[ Tran.Ylalion.] Paris; April 12th, 1929. 

In reply to the circular Jetter dated March 18th, 1929, No. 42.1929.1, the Chinese· delegation 
accredited to the League of Nations has the honour to communicate to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations its Government's observations regarding the protection of minorities. 

Under the Minorities Treaties concluded up to the present, only a. limited number of 
signatory States are bound to ensure to some extent the protection of minorities. Such 
protection must, however, from every point of view, be essentially international and worldwide, 
and the laws of evary country must provide for effective and equal protection for all its citizens 
without distinction of language, race or religion. The National Government of the Chinese 
Republic therefore con.siders that the protection of minorities and their inalienable ri~hts 
should be rendered umversally effective by substituting for the special Minorities Treaties 
an international convention for the protection of minorities concluded under the auspices 
of the League of N at.ions. - · 
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•• 
OBSERVATIONS SUBMITTED B"~ THE CZECHOSLOVAK, GREEK, POLISH, ROUlUNIAN, SERB·CROAT• 

SLOVENE GOVERNMENTS TO THE COMMITTEE APPOINTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE LEAGUE 

OF NATIONS ON MARCH 7TH, 1929, TO EXAMINE THE PROPOSALS OONCERNINII THE 

MINORITIES SYSTEM LAID BEFORE IT BY THE REPRESENTATIVF.S OF CANADA AND 0ERliANY. 

I. 

Origin and Intention of the Minoritiu Treatie1 • 

. . 1.. In ~he first place, it _is necessary to recall the circumstances, the conditione and the 
spmt In which Czecho~lovakta, Greece, Poland, Roumania and the Kingdom of the &rba 
Croats and Slovenes accepted tho provi~ions for the protection of minorities. ' 

. 2; The~e provisions ~ppear in the special Treaties concluded by these States with the 
I!IDc!pal Allied and ~somated Powers after the ~at war, in which they had fought by the 
s1de of those Powers m the common cause of the liberty and ectuality of peoples. 

The conclusion of these Treaties was insistently demanded by the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers. 
· · The States which accepted the stipulations for the protection of minorities were, of course 
prepared to grant these minorities complete equality of treatment with their otht>r nat.ional~ 
but they were- quite legitimately- reluctant to conclude the treatiea demanded be!,au•e 
they considered it inconsistent with tbe principle of equality that they should be asked to aKsu me 
treaty obligations which were not also accepted by the other Powers and because thl'y felt 
that such a step would be prejudicial to the establishment of internal tranquillity, a primary 
condition for the consolidation of the situation created by the Treatiea of Pea<•e. 

In order to allay the apprehensions and overcome the opposition of these countries, It was 
represented to th!'m that they would find compensation for the conclusion of such Treaties 

· in the guarantee of their territorial integrity, which would be given them by all the Allied and 
Associated Powers, and more especially by the great Powers. 

This promise was stated in express terms by President Wilson at a plenary meeting of the 
Peace Conference on May 31st, 1919 (see Proceeding• of the C011lf'rencr, Part III, page 207) 
He said: 

"We are trying to make a peaceful settlement, that is to say, to eliminate those 
elements of disturbance, so far as possible, which may interfere with the peace of the 
world, and we are trying to make an equitable distribution of territories according to the 
race, the ethnographical character of the peopl~, inhabiting those territories. . . 

" And back of that lies this fundamentally lffiportant fact that, when the declKIOnl 
are made the Allied and Associated Powers guarantee to maintain them. It is perfectly 
evident ~pon a moment's reflection, that the chief burden of the war will fall UJ?OD the 
greater 'Powers •... Take the rights of minorities. Nothing, lv~nture.to say, IB mo~e 
likely to disturb the peace of the. wo~l~ than the treatmen~ which might in certam 
circumstances be meted out to mmont1es. And therefore, if the great PowPrs a!e. to 
guarantee the peace of the world in any sense, is it unjust that they should be aatished 
that the proper and necessary guarantee has been given! " 

As is known the promised guarantee bas, in fact. not yet been furnished. The States 
which accepted the rules for the protection of minoritie~ have consequently fonnd tbemselvea 
in a position different from that which they were entitled to expect: . they bav.e not been 
released from a single one of their obligations, but they have ao far received notbmg by way 
of compensation. 

1 These five Governments have submitted identioal memoranda. 
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In these circumstances, the very least t~at they can de~and is that their obligations, 
exceptional as they are, should be constru~d m t_he mo~t r~stncted sense, and should not be 
in any way extended- even indirectly -m their applicatiOn. 

3. Another advantage was offered to the State. required to_conclude Minorities Treaties. 
In a letter to the first signatory of one of these treaties, the Pres1den~ of the Peace .c~nference 
pointed out that one of the main objects of the. syste~ of these Treaties was to.avmd m future. 
the interference of one country in the domestic a~arrs of another country, With the dangers 
which history had shown to attend on such a pol_wy. : .. 

Accordingly, the Treaties placed the protectiOn of the mmo~Ities _under th~ ~u~r~ntee 
of the League of Nations and conferred on the l'tlembers of the Council1 actmg on therr md1~dual 
responsibility. the sole right to set in motion the power of control which was vested exclusively 
in the Council. 

This procedure- which at the same time ensures the fulles_t .resp~ct for the rights of 
minorities- was more especially designed to safeguard the political mdependence of the 
States concerned. 

It offers the latter an essential guarantee which cannot be in any way diminished, even 
indirectly, without increasing their obligations and conse9uently ~st?~bing the _balance 
originally established between the advantages and burdens which the mmorities system mvolves 
for them. 

In view of this situation, it is all the more essential to adhere strictly both to the letter 
and to the spirit of the clause in these treaties. 

4. The general conside'rations outlined above explain and justify in advance the following 
observations. . ·. . 

II. 

Necl!8sity for tlte Consent of the States concerned to any Modifications of the Present Procedur•. 

II. In order to give effect to the guarantee of the League, the Council has, since 1920, by 
a series of resolutions, adopted a set of Rules of Procedure which are based on the legitimate 
aim of protecting the minorities, but which none the less exceed the obligations laid down 
in the Treaties. · · 

These rules could not therefore be introduced without the assent - at least the tacit 
assent- of the countries concerned. 

In other words, no modification of the procedure at present in use would be possible 
unless it had been accepted by those countries. . 

6. This conclusion, which was already perfectly clear, has been placed beyond doubt by 
t~e report of the ~urists: Committee, adopted b_y the Council on March 6th, 1929, together 
With the explanatiOns given by the President m reply to the Lithuanian Government's 
representative during the discussion on the minorities question. · 

The Committee of ,Jurists pointed out that the rules for the execution of the Minorities 
Treaties fa!~ into two categories. ~ho~e in the first category are general, and, as they refer 
~o the workmg of the Leagu.e, were mst1tuted by the Council on its own responsibility. Those 
m th_e other category reqUIT~ the States concerned to take action not provided for in the 
treat!es and,. gen~>rally speakmg, all rules affecting the legal situation established by those 
treaties requrre the assent of the States in question. . 

7. Under these circumstances, we cannot accept the proposals of the representatives 
of Canada and Germany, for the reasons stated below. 

III. 

Uselessness or Danger of the Reforms advocated. 

"th ~· t~h~e wi!l fbe nothing gained by enlarging the Committees at present constituted 
~1 m e. ounCI. o_r .the examination of petitions, and indeed they have already resulted 
m weakenm~ the lD(liVIdual responsibility of the Members of the Council. 
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That this is so hardly requires proof. if it is now proposed t · h · 
say, froiD: three t? five members. It .is not clear what practical :.~~r:'~S: .!o~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~{ 
such an mcrease . on the contrary, It would only delay the despatch f b · · · 
would rest;'i~t the number of Committees which could be formed. 0 usmess, SIDt>e It 

. The difficulty would be even greater ~ it we~ proposed, as the repre~t>ntative of Canada 
desrres, th~t all the members of the Council o~ thetr deputies should sit on tlrt~se Conunitt~'I'S . 
the Comrmttees would be all the more unWieldy and their efficiency would be · 1 • 
reduced. ' rmmense y 

It has indeed been ~gued that "!Vith this method all the Members of the Council would be 
a~le to keep themselve.s inform~d._as 18 nece~sary for them if they are to exercise thl•ir intlivillual 
nght un~e~ t~e Treaties of bnngurg questrons before the Council. 

But It IS mcorrect that the Members of the Co~cil not belonging to a Committt>e of Three 
are no~ at present abl.e. to keep themselves fully mformed about a question submitted t.o a 
Comm1tt_ee : the petitiOns and any observat!ons from the Government conct>rnNI are 
commu~wated to all the .Members of the Council;. the lattt>r know which of their collp1~u08 
are serVIng on the Comrmtte_e of. ~hree OD: any partwular case, and can follow its examin11t.ion 
of that case. Lastly, the Minont1es Sectwn of the Secretari11t is entirely at their dispos111 to 
provide them with any information that they may desire. 
. This. was inde~d expressly pointed out in the supplementary report of the Council to the 

srxth ordinary session of the Assembly (paragraph Vl, Chapter 7), which wa, approved by the 
latter : 

"All the Members of the Council receive the document for the examination of which 
~he Minorities Committee is set up, and can; if they take a special interest in the mllttt~r, 
mform. themselve~ through the Sec~etariat of the treatmPnt of the petition in the 
Comrmttee, and, if necessary, submit to the Committee their own observationM, either 
formally or informally." 

In these circumstances, it is impossible to believe that a Member of the Council ba'a ever 
been prevented by lack of information from exercising his right of action under the Treaties. 
· 9. Nor would it serve any useful purpose to lay down a new rule providing for the 
Committee of Three to be convened in urgent cases in the intt>rvals between seslliona of the 
Council ; for this is already done in practice. 

Though it is true that the different :Minorities Committees which are simultaneously in 
being usually hold their meeting during the Council's sessions, they have on more than one 
occasion met in the intervals between sessions. The questions laid before them sometimes 
involve very detailed and prolonged discussion. They are nearly always of a very delicate 
character, and call for extremely conscientious preparation both by the SellretariiLt and by 
the members of the Committee. Their examination requires a considerable time : this is not 
always available to the members of the Conmiittt>e during the Council's sessions, and it 
therefore happens sometimes that they have to meet between the sessions. 

10. The representative of Germany bas given his opinion that it is necessary to modiry 
the Council resolution of June lOth, 1925, providing that the Committees of Three should 
not include the representative of the State of which the persons belonging to the minority 
in question are subjects, nor of a State adjacent to the .iast-na.med St~tt>, nor a~ain, of a State 
the majority of whose subjects belong, from the ethnwal pomt of vaew, to the same people 
as the minority in question. He holds that it is inadmissible in principle to deny to Government8 
which are thought worthy to be Members of the Council confiden~ in their imparti111ity; and 
that in many cases the participation of the Members of the Coun.cil a~ pres~nt. excluded wo~ld 
contribute essentially to help the Council in the discharge of .Its hrgb mlBsJOn of removmg 
politically dangerous misgivinas and establishing peaceful relat10ns between those co~cemed. 

There would, however, b~ a very great danger in deviatinff from th~ rul~ now ~n force 
on this point. The resolution of June lOth, 1925, merely confrrm~d a situ~t!O~ .which had 
arisen in practice as a natural and necessary consequence of t.he regime of mm~mtres. It ~as 
been already observed (No. 3) that one of the chief justificatio~s for t~is system as. the neces•rty 
of avoiding even the semblance of interference by one Power m the m~a:nal affairs of another 
Power. The St.ates with minorities regard this as a safeguard for tberr mdependence. 
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Th I · f m the Commt'ttee of Three of representatives of countries linked by e exc uswn ro · h · ·t · t' · 
special ties of affinity and community of interests With t e mm~rl Y .m que_s 1.0 n ~s not only 
attributable to the very natural desire to secure the utmost possible 1m_pa~t1ality ~n the work 
of these Committees. ft is justifiable and becomes necessary, when 1t IS applied to the 
representative of a neighbour of the count~ c?ncerne~, or to _the representat1 ve of ~ _State 
pos8f'ssing racial affinities with the minority m ques_t,_on, ?wmg to the no les~ leg1t1mate 
desire of safeguarding the country concerned from politwal influences such ~s m1g~t weaken 
its authority or endanger those relations of har~~ny and good understandmg :Which ought 
to exist- in the interest both of internal tranqmlhty and of the cause of peace m general-
bet ween itself and its minorit.ies. . . 

A State which is a neighbour of certain minorities_, o~ ethnically linked ~o them, has 
already the power, if it. is a Member of the _Council, of arratgnm_g before the CounCil th? country 
to which those minorit.ies belong. That IS a. powe~ of ~ome ImJ?ortance. At le_ast 1t can1_1ot 
make use of that right conferred upon it by the _treat!es without dtrectly and pubhcly assummg 
the r4>sponsibility which the exercise of that r~ght mvolves. . . . 

The present position would, however, ~e smgula:ri_y aggrav_ated if the 1925 r~solutwn were 
abandoned and it were left open to a State m th': posttl~n des~1bed a:bove to. set Itself up as the 
protector of minorities in a foreign country. Without Its actiOn bemg subJect to any public 
control or acknowledged responsibility. 

11. The same remarks apply to the proposal for giving greater publicity to the procedure. 
It is asserted t.hat, when a case is investigated by the Committee of Three and is then not 

laid before the Council, there is no publicity, and that the minorities, not being apprised of the 
reasons for the rejection of their petitions, suspect the Le~gue's impa~tiality, _i~nag~e that 
justice has not been done .to them, and consequently expertence a feeling of distlluswnment 
which in the long run may be dangerous to peace. 

The assertions require closer examination, for they are not entirely in accordance with the 
fact.s. It is a great exaggeration to say that minority cases which do not get as far as the 
Council receive no publicity. The truth of the matter is that the petitioner is not directly 
informed either of the substance of the observations made by the Government concerned or of 
the reasons for the rejection of the petition by the Committee of Three, and that he cannot 
obtain such information from the Secretariat of the League. 

This is, however, a necessary state of affairs, for otherwise the whole basis of the minority 
system would be destroyed. Under the treaties, the petitioner is not a party to litigation 
between himself and the Government concerned. His petition is merely a source of information 
for the Members of the Council to enable them to exercise the right conferred upon them by the 
treaties. This is the fundamental idea of the whole procedure, and it is essential in order that 
national sovereignties may be respected. 

But although the petitioner is not entitled to be directly informed of his Government's 
attitude or of the action taken on his petition by the Committee of Three, it is quite inaccurate 
t-o say that he cannot in fact obtain information as to the treatment of his case by the League. 
The procedure is not wrapped in mystery, as is frequently alleged. 

The petitions and observations of the Government concerned are automatically 
commu_nicated t_o all the Members of the Council; that is to say, to fourteen Governments 
(Council re~olutwn dated _September 5th, 1923) ; they may also be communicated to any 
lllembers of the Le~.gue wh1ch so request (Assembly resolution of September 26th, 1923) ; they 
may be made pubhc at the request of the Government concerned or in virtue of a resolution 
to that. effect passed by the Council after the matter has been laid before it in due form (Council 
resolutu~n o_f September _5th,_ ~923) ; ~s stated above (No.8), the Members of the Council can, 
on apphcat.Lon ~o the_ ~ortt1es Se~t1on of the Secretariat, obtain any desired information 
r~latmg to the mvesttgatwn of a mmori~y case, and any one of them may, by exercising its 
r1gh~ to lay the matte~ be~ore the Council, make all the documents in the case accessible to the 
publ~c ; althoug~ ~rdmari.ly ~he Committee of Three makes no report to the Council if it 
consulers ~he pet1t10n ~o ~e w1t~ou~ found~tion, it may, if it thinks fit, report to the Council on 
the negat1ve Issue o~ .'ts ~vest.Lgatt~n_; th1s has several times been done; and although these 
rcport.s are ~ot p~bl!s~ed m ~he Ojfwal J o"!rnal of the League, they are not kept secret. . 

. Acc~r<lingly, 1t tsrmposstble to take serwusly the assertion that the minorities are seethmg 
w1t h a discontent dangerous to peace because they are kept in ignorance of the action taken 
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by t~e Leagu~ in. cases affecting them ~ it lies in their power to obtain information if tht•y 
genumely . desrre tt. 

In. pomt of fact, as a g~neral rule, the minorities have no reason for discontent, for they 
are q~te ~~11 aware t~at, if they have any genuine grievances to Ul"J..'8, there is no instance 
of therr fruhng to. recetve from th~ League the protection to which the treaties entitle them. 

T~at the. actwn of the Commtttees of Three has rarely given rise to intervention in the 
C!!IJ!l~Il constttutes the strongest· proof that the present system of procedure is not opt'n to 
cnttCJsm. 

At pre~ent, a great nu~ber of ~ti_tions relating to minorities come from various sour~t's 
abroad- either from certa:m assoCiations or from private persons - and tht>v are by no 
means always concerned Wl~h the protection of minorities Many of tlumt have no otlll'r 
object t~an. propaganda agamst States Any pu~licity given to petitions of this kind wouhl 
favour, mdrrectly and ~hrough. the. ~ague, t~e amns of these petit.ionen, who, while making 
a pretext of the protectiOn of mmonttes, constttute themselves the adviM'ates of those minoritit•a 
and thereby seek to stimulate an agitation and to create a feeling of unl•ertainty in the public 
mind with regard to the existing political situation. 

This is the essential reason why the States which have minorities would regard an exhmsion 
of publicity as a real danger to their security and to that good under~t.anding bet ween Mtions 
upon which, as Article 11 of the Covenant puts it, peace depends The effect would be. as 
was rightly pointed out during the recent discussions in the Council, to kindle passions, where11a 
the League's duty is to appease them : and to arouse public opinion in cert1~in countrit~s. thus 
imperilling the petitioners and making it mere difficult to settle disputes and dispose of 
grievances. 

If misunderstandings sometimes occur between minorities and their Governnnmt.s, a111! 
. if dissatisfaction is to be found in certain minorities, these problems will not be rmnovt>d by 
greater publicity. The greatest possible publicity would only aggravate them, by nouri•hir•~e 
propaganda and agitation. It would afford unexpected encouragt•ment to those minoriti••' 
that mistakenly think themselves injured, and would enable them to achievl' polit.i~al aimK 
incompatible with the treat.ies and with the maintenance of peace. The most obvious rPHult 
would be an extraordinary increase in the number of pet.ition~: the League would quil·.kly 
be flooded with them, and would Jose credit through its inability to investigate t.hom us 
promptly a.s could be desired. . 

For misunderstandings and dissatisfal'tion there is only one remrdy, and tl1at is to Rl1~te 
very plainly that the League has never tolerated, and will nevt>r tolerate, any yiolation of the 
rights of minorities, and that no grievance, if genuine, can fail of redress at tt.A ham_ls. 

12 At the same time, it is impossible to point out too often to the minorit.ws, and 
especially- to persons who are anxious about their situation, that if their right.s are RacrNl, 
their obligations are equally so. The first duty of minorities is to be loyal an•l faithfnl to the 
State of which they form a part. They cannot expect their rights to be respect~d unlllHA 
they themselves respect their obligations. ~f they ask the Le~e to redl"f'ss tht-ar allf'gt•d 
wrongs, they must come before the League wtth rlean handa: th~t 1s. to aay, t~ry must be able 
to show that they have genuinely given proof of loyalty and fidehty to the1r GovernmentA. 

The Czechoslovak (Greek Polish, Roumanian and Berb-Croat-Blovene) Government 
feel particularly well j~stified i~ offering the fo~going obst;rva!i<_ms, inas~m:h as, in r<:g:.rd 
to the existing procedure, the States which h~ve stgued the Minonttes Treat1es have undemably 
exceeded their obligations under these Treat1es. 
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5. 

LETTER FROM THE E!tTONlAN GOVERNMENT TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

OF THE LEAGUE OF NATlONS. 

[ Translation.] Tallinn, April 11th, 1929. 

With reference -to your Circular Letter No. 42.1929.~, in which you drew ~y ~ttention 
to the re•olution adopted on March 7th, 1929, by the Council of the League of NatiOns m regard 
to the problem of the protection of minorities, I have the honour. to for~ard to you the following 
observations which my Government desires t.o make on th!s subject. . · . . 

At the instance of the German and Canadian representatt ves; the Cotmcil, at tts sess10n 
in March last, began a general discussion on the actual :principle of the protection of minorities 
and the procedure which should be followed. As was ngh~ly stated by a ~umber of delegates, 
the great importance of the minorities problem must be umversally recogrused. The Estonian 
Government has therefore followed with deep interest the discussions on this matter in the 
Council, and although it is not a party to any Minorities Treaty, it considers it desirable to 
refer to the particular aspect which this problem assumes in Estonia. 

Owing to the very liberal manner in which the protection of minorities was dealt with 
on the foundation of the Republic, this problem has never caused any difficulty in Estonia. 
As was shown during the negotiations between the Estonian Gove;nment and the Council 
of the L81lgue of N atione between 1920 and 1923, the Estonian Constitution affords the 
minorities in this country the most effective guarantees fol' protecting their rights, guarantees 
which are more extensive under thi• law than they would be under the Minorities Treaties. 
This point was fully recognised in the Council's resolution of September 17th, 1923, which 
marks the successful issue of these negotiations and which, together with the declaration 
made on the same date on behalf of the Estonian Government by M. C. R. Pusta, constitutes 
the official basis for the relations between Estonia and the League of Nations as regards the 
protection of minorities. 

It should be added that the general status of minorities in Estonia has since then been 
largely improved with the adoption by the Estonian Parliament on February 12th, 1925, 
of the Law on the Cultural Autonomy of Minorities, which was passed in execution of the 
provisions of paragraph 21 of the Constitution and carne into force on March 3rd, 1925. (The 
text of this law was published at the request of the Estonian: Government in the Ojfi•ial 
Joumal of the League of Nations, No. 6, June 1925, pages 788 et seq.) 

During the discussions in the Council on the problem of the protection of minorities, a 
clear dist~nction was drawn between the question of principle and that of the procedure to be 
adopted m regard to any petitions or complaints by minorities The special Committee 
set up by the Council's resolution will therefore have to consider both aspects of this problem . 

. As regards the question of principle, the Estonian Government, in view of the liberal 
pohcy. freely. ad~pted b_y Estonia o':l t~e foundation of the St.ate, could not contemplate 
~cceptmg ohhgat10ns whtcb would preJudice the arrangements made in 1923 unless the intention 
ts to frame a general statute for the protection of minorities. 
. . In regard to the procedure for minority petitions, the Estonian Government is unable, 
m VIew ~f_the s~a:U number of cases which it has had to deal with in practice, to give at present 
an_y defmite o~mion as to the v~lue of ~he procedure in force. It considers, however, that 
this pro(',edure ts, generally speakmg, satisfactory and that there is at present no urgent need 
to alt.er it in essential points. 

Such ar~ the general obse~vations which my Government has thought it desirable to forward 
to you a~ thiS moment; In VIew of _the s:pecial importance of the question, it reserves the right 
to sublllit more detwled observatiOns if the results of the work of the special Committef 
call for such a step. 

(Signed) J. LATTTK, 

Minister. 
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- 6. 

OBSERVATIONS OF THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING THE GUARANTEE ASSU!IO:D BY 

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS IN RESPECT OF THE PROVISION!! FOR THE PROTECTION OF 
MINORITIEI:l, COMMUNICATED BY A LETTER DATED APRIL 12TH, 1929. 

[ Tra11Blation. ] 

. _The German Govemme~t's conception o~ the duties incumbent upon the League of Nations 
m. ~~e of the guarantee 1t has assumed 1U respect of the provisions for t-he prot.ection of 
mmot:ttes has already been stated by the Gt-rman representative at the March Bt>HHion of the 
Counc? of the League. These statements were prompted by the vit>w that the monumt had 
come m the development of the work of the League when it would be useful to look bnt•k 
upon the ~anner in whic~ the pr«?blem of minorities had so far been treatt>d in ordt~r to del'ido, 
on the basts _of the expenenc;e g~med, w~ethe~ tho~e organs of the League whose duty it is to 
carry out this task are movmg m the r1ght directiOn, or whether it is advisnble to t1,ka fregh 
decisions in regard to certain aspects of the problem. 

From this point of view, the German representative has subjected the procedure hith11rto 
followed by the League and its results to a critical examination and hl\8 arrived at the following 
conclusions : 

First, a careful study should be made of the existing possibilities for an impronnmt of the 
procedure applied to minorities petitions. In particular, the participation of certnln nation• 
in the preliminary examination of these petitions should be considered instead of their 
exclusion as hitherto .. Further, it is necessary to examine in what way the L~>ague of 
Nations can accomplish its duties as a guarantor outside the sphere of petitions. FiMlly, it is 
of importance that the fundamental question as to the meaning and extent of the League'• 
guarantee should be definitely determined. 

The purpose of the following observations is to explain and amplify the statements made 
by the German representative in support of his proposals, taking into account the other 
declarations made at the March session. The last-named question must be taken as the starting
point for these considerations since it is fundamental and the examination of all the other 
points must necessarily be based upon it. 

I. 

In his statements, the German representative has already emph88ised tho~e factors in ,the 
previous history of the Minorities Treaties which clearly show what the conceptiOn of the obJect 
and scope of the provisions for the protection of minorit.ies was _at the time when the 1.1119 
Minorities Treaties were concluded. Further, it was shown that the fll"st fun.damental r~solutto~B 
of the Council of the League, by which it assumed the duties entrusted to 1t and orgam~e~ th';1r 
execution, were fully in accord with the intentions of the original authors of the proviKIOna m 
all essential points. The conclusions which can be deduced from these proceedmgs may bo 
briefly stated as follows : 

The preservation of the racial characteristics of minorities, .a~ _well aR t_heir cultura.l, 
linguistic and religious liberties, must be assur~d to the~!~. Respo~l8lb~~ty for th1s guarantee 18 
incumbent, in the first place, upon th.e c~unt~es to whwh the mmonhea belong. ~hey m~~t 
recognise the safeguarding of these mmonty nghts as a fundamental law, the e!fect of WhiCh 
cannot be restricted by any other laws, regulations or official measures of any kmd wh~tever. 
This fundamental law has, moreover. been given an international ~ha~acter. Its ohserva~wn baa 
been pla<!ed under the guarantee of the highest international orgamsat10n, the Lea~.e of Nations. 
It is general and unrestricted. It implies, in the first place, constant supe~•ton ov~r t~e 
treatment of the minorities in the various signatory States a';ld, furt~er,. l_nterventiOn m 
cases of concrete infraction of the provisions regarding the protectiOn of mmont1es. The who~e 
system thus defined constitutes an important and permanent corollary_ to th~ fact that, by_ t. e 
1919 Treaties of Peace. numerous populations were deta~hed from thell" natiOnal commu~1t1: 
and placed under the sovereignty of another State. This system does not therefore constJto 
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merely a transitional regime, which must ultimately le_a.d t? the disappe_arance of ~he_ ethnical 
and cultural characteristics of the minorities and to their bemg merg~d with th_e maJority of the 
population of the country. On the contrary, the ma~ten~~ce of this sy~tef:ll ~s the _permanent 
foundation on which the faithful execution by the mmorities ~f all their CIVIC duties towards 
the Stat.e to which they belong must be based. T~~refore, t~e mterest shown !JY the ~em~~rs 
of the League in the st-rict observance of the proVIsiOns relatmg to the protectiOn of mmonhes 
_ which is not only their right bu~ also their d_uty- can and must not be r~garded as an 
unwarranted interference in the mternal affarrs of another State, and Rtill less as an 
incitement to subversive movements against the State. . . . 

The German Government is of opinion that itwoul~ b~extremelydes~rablethat, IDitsfuture 
resolutions, the Council should explicity confirm_ the pnnCiples h~re se~ down, and should make 
them the starting· point and basis of these resolutiOns. Such confrrmatwn would not only defme 
the purpose of the contemplated refonns, and the _spirit in 'Yhich t~ey should be applied, but 
would also serve to dispel the doubts which have ar1s~n and, _m particular, to create among the 
minorities themselves a feeling of calm and of conf1de~c~ m the gu_ara~tee of t~e Lea.ffue of 
Nations. The various statements made during the preliminary exammatwn of this questiOn at 
the March session of the Council on the principles involved in the League's guar~ntee ju~tify 
the hope that there will be no difficulty in arriving at an agreement on the manner m which the 
above principle should be formulated. · 

• II. 
The first question that arises from these general considerations is how the League of 

Nations should discharge its obligation to exercise a general supervision over the position of 
minorities. At present, there are no rules concerning sueh a general and permanent 
supervision. Rules have only been established for dealing with. concrete cases of infraction 
of the provisions relating to the protection of minorities. 

The procedure adopted for isolated cases does not, however, adequately provide for 
permanent supervision over the position of minorities in the various countries. If the League's. 
action is restricted to this procedure as hitherto, it will never have more than a very imperfect 
idea of the effect given in practice to the Minorities Treaties and Declarations. On the one hand, 
the League of Nations would be informed only of the cases in which a minority thinks it has 
grounds for complaining of the methods of applying the minorities provisions adopted by the 
country to which it belongs, while it would not hear of the cases where these provisions fulfil 
their purpose. On the other hand, it is conceivable that, for some reason or other, certain 
minorities, although having cause to complain of the non-observance of the minorities provisions 
by the country in which they live, would not submit their complaint to the Council. 

Apart from cases in which action has been taken on alleged violations of the minorities 
provisions, the League of Nations has repeatedly considered the application of the provisions 
concerning the protection of minorities. On certain occasions, the idea has been clearly expressed 
that a. general and permanent supervision should be provided for. 

The most important document on this subject is the report submitted by the Italian 
delega.te to the tenth session of the Council, which was unanimously approved by the latter on 
October 22nd, 1920. In it it is stated that the League of Nations "must ascertain that the 
provis~ons for the p_r~tection o~ minorities are always observed". The attitude adopted by the 
Coun~il.when exammm_g questiOns concerning the Greco-Bulgarian minorities in 1925 was based 
on this_ Idea.. At that time, the Council had before it two identical proposals, submitted by the 
Bulganan and Greek delegates, f~r the regulation of the question as to how the treaty obligations 
assumed by Greece and Bulgana towards the minorities living in their territories could be 
safeguarde~ in !"ccordance with uniform principles. These proposals were adopted by the Council 
and embodied m a P_rotocol. Subsequently, however, following upon a debate in the National 
Assef:llbly, Greece reJected the Protocol c?ncerning the minorities living in her territory. At its 
~eet1~g on March 14th, 1925, the Council adopted a report submitted by the British delegate, 
In which the Gree~ G~vernment was solemnly invited to inform the Council as to what it had 
done up to that time m ?rder to exec~te the ~tipu!ations of the Minorities Treaty, to declare 
:what the programme for 1ts future actiOn was m this respect, and in particular what measures 
!t proposed to take ~o s~fepuard th~ rights guaranteed by treaty to the Slav minority in Greece 
Ln regard to that nnnor1ty s needs m the matter of education and public worship. The Council 
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of the ~ague of ~at~o~s therefore c!early and nnmistakably tlxereised its right t ,.,. t ·b 
the positi~n of mmonties, even outside the sphere of petitions. 0 a t over 

Menti~n should a!so be m~de of the ~sol~tion adopted by the Council on June 9th 1928 
on the Poli~h delegate s rep~rt m co~nee!I~n With the dispute whit•h had ariMt>n bt>twt't'n G~ 
and ~barna on the qu.estwn of ~ontles. At that time, the Albanian Gonrnmt>nt had 
submitted. to th~ C~uncil, under Article 11 of the Covenant, the problt>m of the trt>atnlt>nt of 
the Albarnan mmo~tr by the Greek Gov~rn~~nt, and ~he qut>stion had arist>n whet.ht>r this 
procedure was adnns~Ible,. alt~ough t~e Mmontles Treaties provide for a SJit't'ial pr()('t>dure for 
appeals to t~e Council whi.ch IS accesSible only to Members of the Coundl iht>lf. It is true thnt 
it is stated m the resoluti?n. that the proce~ure nn?er Artil'le 11 cannot bE' act•t>pt~d 88 the 
normal procedur.e for sub~ttmg to the Council questlo~s. concerning minoritit>s: the resolution, 
howe!er, recogrnses the ngh.t of Member.s of the Council m grave cases to bring l'vt>n minorit.it•a 
q~est10ns ~efore. the ~ouncil under Artic.l~ 11 of the Covenant, provid~>d that the contlitionR 
}aid down m t!lls ~r.ticle are present .. This fact pro~es at least that the LI'RJ,:ue of JS at.ion
attaches to mmonties problems an llllportance which considerably t'XCffds that of nu•rA 
petitions. 

Certain countries which are bound by Minoritil's Treat.it>s or D~>l'larations hu\"11 
spontaneously felt it incumbent upon them to report to the Counl'il on the mannPr in ,. hit·b 
minorities are treated in their territories. For instance, the Estonian Govemnwnt fonrartlt•d 
to the League of Nations the text of an Estonian law on the I'Ultural autonomy of minorit it•A 
(Official Journal, 1925, page 788) ; the Hungarian Governmt>nt:"submittt>d the tnt of ~t>Vt'rnl 
laws and regulations concerning minorities in Hungary (Offirial Jourt~al, 19:!5, pnJ,:e JO:l4); and 
the Roumanian Government forwarded a detailed memorandum (Offir-it~l J••urtral, 1923, pu.:e 
1065) regarding the treatment of minorit.ies in Roumania. 

Discussions took place on the same subject at the Assembly of the J,pague of Nat.iona In 
1920, 1922, 1925 and 1928. On these occasions, in particular during the Third Assembly, ht•ld 
in 1922, the idea of a permanent supervision over the position of minoritit•a 11·as moot!'d. 1"he 
Finnish delegation on the Sixth Committee proposed that a special commisMion be Bl't up to 
make a thorough investigation of the question of nat.ional minoritil's and to rl'port tlwrt•on 
to the Fourth Assembly. The Finnish proposal was at that tin1e adjourned for purely butlgt•tary 
reasons. 

There is a text, however, in which the idea that the League of Nations •hould kt•(•p a 
constant watch over the position of minorities is particularly clearly set forth. Thi• tnt i• to 
be found in th(J Assembly resolution dated September 21st, 1922. Under No. V, in connt>l"tion 
with the duties incumbent upon the Secretary-General, the following pas•age occun: 

" The Secretariat, which has the duty of collecting information conct>rning the manner 
in which the Minorities Treaties are carried out, should not only assist the Council. in the 
study of complaints concerning infractions of these T~aties, bu~ sh~uld. al.so lli!KJ~t. the 
Council in ascertaining in what manner the persons belon~ng to r~1al, lingwshc or r~>hf.(!"ua 
minorities fulfil their duties towards their States. The mfonnatlon thua collected nu~:ht 
be placed at the disposal of the States Members of the League of Nations, if they so deHire." 

~ 

. As regards the effect given to this resolution, the report on the work o~ the Counril and 
of the Secretariat submitted to the Fourth Assembly of the League contama the followmg 
phrase: 

" The Section has undertaken investigations regarding the problem of minorities _In 
various countries and certain members of the Section have been to several of the count.m•1 
concerned in order to get into touch unofficially with the Governments." 

The instances quoted show that the League of Nation~ has a~eady on previous occasions 
discussed the question of minorities' protection from the pomt of. view of the general ~a~antee 
incumbent upon it apart from individual concrete cases. The Idea of g~>neral aupervlKJOn by 
the League of the position of minorities is not, therefore, entirely nt;w. The refonn.auggeHted 
is merely that the supervision hitherto exercised by the League without any s~c•al .•YHtem 

· should, in the light of the experience acquired during the first ten years of the Leab'lle I existence, 
be organised according to certain definite rules. 
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The necessity of proceeding syste~atically in this matter is _Pro~~d by th~ fact that the 
practice hitherto followed, which left _1t to _chance whether a mwont1es q~J.estwn should for 
any given reason be submitted for discusswn by the League on the basts of fundamental 
principles, has proved inadequate. Under the present system, the Members ~f the League 
and even the Members of the Council are unable- merely. froll!- what thef le~~ of the 
Leao-ue's work_ to form a true and complete picture of the s1tuatwn of the mwonttes placed 
und~r the guarantee of the League. The discussions of the League can only afford very 
inadequate information on the vario~~ su~sidiary_ aspects of the problem. Under these 
circumstances it would not be surpnsmg if certam States wondered :whether they really 
could assume' responsibility for the operation of the general guara:ntee mcumbent upo": ~he 
League. Such a guarantee, indeed, presupposes a carefully orgarused, constan_t supervtston 
by the League over the whole minorities probleif!-, ~ninfluenced by any chance crrcumstances. 
Such a business-like treatment of the problem m tts gener~l aspect would, moreove~, make 
the discussion of the minority problem politically l~ss de~cate and, ~t the. sam~ ttme, of 
greater value, since it would be independe~t o~ constderatwns of detail. D~scus~wns could 
be conducted on the broadest possible basts With full knowledge of the sttuatwn of the 
minorities as a whole, and would thus be free from the risk of controversies on individual 
concrete cases. 

There are several conceivable methods of exercising such a permanent supervision. In 
this respect, the method- adopted by the Assembly resolution of Septemb~r 21st, 1922-
of simply entrusting this duty to the Secretariat would not appear to be satisfactory. This 
observation does not, of course, in any way imply a criticism of the manner in which the 
Minorities Section of the Secretariat has discharged its duties. The reason of this inadequacy 
must rather be sought in the fact that, in accordance with its constitutional statutes, the 
Secretariat is a purely executive body, and cannot, on its own authority, take any initiativ~ 
or decision. The constant supervision of the minorities situation is a task ·which by its very 
nature requires a special organ which should, within certain limits, be capable of taking 
independent action. · 

In theory, the Council might very well adopt the course of keeping itself continuously 
informed of the position of the problem through one or several Rapporteurs. In practice, 
however, this method would hardly be satisfactory, since keeping a permanent watch over 
the minorities' situation would require constant investigations which one or several Rapporteur~ 
to the Council could hardly be expected to undertake. The only satisfactor:v solution would 
be to entrust the work to a special organisation of the League which would conf!ern it•elf 
permanently and exclusively with minorities problems. This duty might conceivably be 
entrusted to the bodies responsible for examining petitions, but this proposal too is open to· 
objections. The Committees of Three, which up to the present have been responsible for 
examining petitions, would not appear entirely suitable, if for no other reason, because their 
composition is constantly changing and they are thus unable to acquire the experience necessary 
for forming a judgment at any time on a complex set of problems. But even if, in accordance 
with t~e Canadian proposals, the Committee of Three were to be replaced by another enlarged 
bo~y, tt would -probab_l:Y: nevertheless be advisable to separate the two spheres ·of activity 
wh1eh are essentJally different and to entrust them to two different bodies. 

Under ~hese circumstances, the solution which obviously suggests itself is the setting 
up_ o~ a specml per~anent co~mittee for minorities questions, such as the committees already 
extstmg to deal With econonuc communications and other questions. This solution would 
have the advantage of creating a body which, removed from the influence of existing disputes, 
would be able to ~urvey the whole minorities problem from a higher point of view. Discussion 
by such ~ commtt~ee _would at the outset to some extent clear away divergences of opinion 
on questwns of prmmpl~ be_f~re they were referred to the highest political instances of the 
Le~gue.. A perman~nt nun~>nttes co':"mittee might, by availing it.self of all sources of information 
at tt.s dispo~al and m particular of ~?rmation furnished by the States concerned, collect the 
fulli!st P?Sstble ma~~rml on th~ posttwn. of the minorities question at any given time and 
snbJe~t ~~ to a crttl~IJ:l analysiS. It mtght then, at fixed intervals. communicate to the 
constttutt~mal authortttes. of the League any observations and suggestions compatible with 
the Treattes and Declaratwns _in force which it might desire to make. 
. The German Government 18_ well aware that, before this suggestion can be put into practice, 
1t must be most carefully exammed. The question might also be considered whether it would 
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not be advisable to establish, in the first place a committ . 
survey of the whole minorities problem as it has devei': ~struc:~ to D_lab a t'olllprt>ht'llsiYs 
Declarations .in force since 1919 up to the present day [

0
d ~n be . asiS of tht' Tn·~tit>s and 

to the Council. The Council would thereby obtain a co~ n. 0 811 nut t~e result of u.s work 
situation, which might serve as a guide in the framing plfete abnd true p1cture .of the existing 

, . o su l!t'quent resoluttons. 

m. 
In his statements regarding the examination of min "t" · · 

representative mentioned the shortcomings which the presenotn ~~~ ~tltlo~sil the Gt>r~nan 
of Three had revealed. His suggestions with a view to the remov':l ~r't~ 1

eh rtomuu~tt>e 
may be summarised as follows : esc s o t'ommgs 

Co=unication of .th.e results of the work of the Committee of Three to the individtml 
M~mbers of the Connell m order that they may decide whether they d · t . tl 
With the matter or not. es~re o prot t>t• 

_Greater publicit;r to be given to ~he whole procedure by annexing lists of all petitions 
reeetved and dealt wtth b¥ t~e Co~~t~ees to the annual report submitted to the AMMt>lllbly 
on the wo~k of the C<?unml; m this m«;Urect way, the minoritil's would at least be informed 
of the actwn taken m regard to thetr petitions. 
. Rec?gnition of the Committees' rili;h~ to obtain from the minorities supplt•mt~ntary 
mforma:twn for the purpose of as.certallllDg the facts. · 

:"Reinforcement of the Comrmttees of Three according to the importance of the 
partiCular case. 

Abolition o~ the present pra:ctice of excluding the representatives of ct.1rt11in nations 
from membership of the Comm1ttees. 

Th~ German Government has no~ed ~th. pleasure that the motives undt•rlying tht•se 
sug~estwns are the. same as those which msptred the Canadian representative'• proposals. 
If, m accordance wtth M. Dandurand's proposal, the petitions and appeals of minorit1t18 are 
submitted for consideration not only by a Committee of Three but by the Council itself aitting 
as a "Committee of the Whole", all the Members of the Council will be in poss!'•sion of full 
information, so that each of them will be able to decide upon his own responsibility whether 
he desires to take up the matter and to submit it officially to the Council, suppo~inl( it provt•e 
inlpossible to find a. satisfactory solution in the course of this preliminary proredure. Thus 
-as is indeed essential- the preliminary examination will not prejudice Ute ri!(ht of etwb 
individual Member of the Council to bring a. minority question before the Council, but will, 
on the contrary, facilitate the exercise of this right. It will also ipso facto comply with the 
request of the German representative that the Committee should include those t;tatea whose 
nationals are of the same race as the petitioning minority. Further, examinat.ion of petitionK 
by the Council sitting as a Committee would obviate certain disadvantages arising from the 
fact that a special committee is appointed for each individual petition. Not only will the 
President of the Council welcome the lightening of his responsibilities by the fact that the 
composition of the competent preliminary committee will no longer be left to his discretion, 
but it will be possible by means of the Committee of the whole Council, to create a tradition 
and continuity of pra~tice .. This constitutes an inlportant guarantee of th~ uniform trt•a~nwnt 
of minority questions which in itself will have a calming effect. It wdl also be eaKwr to 
consider from a. wider' and more general point of view the various complaints emanatiDA' fr1~m 
minorities in the same district and frequently connected with ~~~ other like link•. in ~ cham. 
The Canadian representative rightly laid stress on the poss1b1lity of so constttutml( t~l' 
Committee of the whole Council that it would consist of members who have. apecmhsed m 
minority questions. The advantage of such an arrangement w!>uld be that 1t would ~~~ow 
of a purely objective treatment of minority complaints quite mdependent of the J~ohttcal 
conditions of the moment. Finally, the Canadian proposal would enable the Comnutt:e~ of 
the Council, or any Sub-Committee whi~h it might appoi_nt, to hear the. authors. of petttJODM 
together with the representatives of thetr Government, Without thereby mtr?ducmg a fiJ!lllal 
procedure in which both sides are heard. This would satisfy one of the most Important mshcs 
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of the minoritillS. It would then only be neces~ary to info~m th~ minorities in some suitable 
form of the result of the examination of their petitions and, m the mterests of greater publicity 
of procedure, to provide for a periodical report to a~ the Members o.f the League on the work 
of the Council in minority questions ; this report might perhaps be Issued before each annual 
Assembly. · di 'd 1M b f The Canadian proposal will not, of c.ourse, prevent the ~ VI ua em ers o the Council 
from deciding in the last resort what actiOn should be taken m reg:ard to the proposals by tha 
Committee of the Council or as to what individual steps the vanous Powers represent.ed on 
the Council might think it necessary to take as a res~t .of the Com~itt~e's wor~. This decision, 
however- and this is the real purpose of the prelimmary exam~atwn- will be ma.de very 
much easier if the necessary preliminaries have already been earned out by experts m these 
questions. · . . . 

The second fundamental idea in the Canadian proposal Is also both expedient and worthy 
of recommendation. It provides for the participation of the minority States in the preliminary 
procedure in such a way that all petitions must in principle be sent through the Government 
of the State concerned, and not forwarded to the League of Nations until all legal methods 
within the country have been exhausted. The special advantage of such a procedure is that 
the Committee of the Council would not need to deal with the matter until the facts had been 
well established. The Canadian proposal itself provides that in all urgent cases the minorities 
may address th11ir petitions direct to the League of N a.tions. For the rest, M. Dandurand 
has already pointed out that this second fundamental idea in his proposal is linked up with 
suggestions submitted in 1921 and 1923 by the Polish and Czechoslovak Governments. 

If in the discussion of details it should be found that a reform of the preliminary procedure 
as proposed by M. Dandurand raises certain difficulties, other means must be sought to 
remedy the shortcomings pointed out by the German representative, some of them recognised 
by other Members at the March session. In any case, the present system cannot be maintained 
under which Members of the Council who are not represented on the Committee of Three learn 
nothing of the results of the preliminary examination, the minorities themselves remain in 
iJ.,•twrance of the action taken in regard to their petitions, and the preliminary examination is 
denied all publicity. It also seems to the German Government undesirable that, even in the 
most important cases, only three Members of the Council should participate in the preliminary 
examination of complaints, and that precisely those Members should be excluded who are the 
most immediately concerned. The German Government is firmly convinced that these 
shortcomings can be removed in a manner to satisfy, not only the interests of the minorities, 
but also the interests of the States to which the minorities belong. These mutual interests will 
~est be safeguard~d by establishing for the preliminary examination of petitions a body which 
IS capable of settling these matters as far as possible without appeal to the Council itself or to 
the Permanent Court of International Justice, by arriving, during this preliminary stage at a 
solution based upon the loyal co-operation of all concerned. ' 

IV . 

. Dur.ing the p_reliminary discussion of the Canadian and German proposa1s at the March 
sesswn, I~ was P?I~ted out th~t the States bound by the :Minorities Treaties and Declarations 
v:ere not m a positiOn to enter mto fresh engagements going beyond these Treaties and Declara
tiOns. .Th~ German Government would like to emphasise that the German proposals had from 
the begm~n~g no ot~e~ purpose than to seek to reform the work of the League of Nations in this 
sphere ~thi:D the limits of the treaty obligations now in force. 

. ~n JUdgmg whether the Canadian and German proposals come within the framework of 
eXJstmg treaty law, s~me help may be derived from the report -of the Committee of Jurists 
~opte~ by the Co~nm~ ~m March 6th, 1929. concerning the participation of Lithuania in tbe 
llis~u.ssiOn .of th~ mmorities problem .. :rhis report distinguishes between two classes of Council 
decisi.ons m this matter-fmt, decisions regulating the procedure by which the Council 
exermses the powers conf~rred up~m it ; and, secondly, decieions imposing upon the Stat~s 
concerne~ the duty of takm!l' certa~n measures which are not provided for in ·the Treaties and 
pe~lar~tiO~s. If, on th~ b~Is of this report, w~ examine the decisions of the Council !>D which 
Is ase t e present mmonty procedure, we find that the assent of the States in question is 
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only. required in a single case, viz., in the ~as~ of the rt>solution of June 2ith 19:!1 11
.h' ·h 

requlf8d the St.~tes. conce~n.ed to make Within a specified time-limit 1 · ' d .1 • ·I{ 
reuarding the rmnonty pet1t10ns commnicated to them eer am t'( >.rnhons 

" The legal basis '?f the proced_ure .t? be follo~ed by the Council in the treatmt>nt or ~t•titions 
is as follows : according to the Minont1es Treat1es and Declarations any 1·nr-.. 11·0 n dl 'r 
· · f · · f th te · . . • w •- · or 11n~:••r o mfract10n ~ any provlS_lon or e pro ct10.n of mmor1ties can only officially be submittt•d to 
the Council by one of 1ts Members, but ~his does not .Prevent the minority it>'('[( or a ~tate 
~em~r of the League ~ot on .the Council fro~ drawmg the attt>nt.ion of the IA>uj:ue to an 
mfrac~10n. or danger of infractiOn. The Council from the very bt>ginning ri~:hllv n•t•ugni•t>tl 
that, m VIew ~f the general guaran.tee .of the League of Nations, it was impossible simply to 
ignore co~plamts or reques~s of th1s kind from minorities or from Statt's not n•pn•st'l1t.,.1[ 00 
the Council. It ther~fore lwd down rules for the treatment of these comphunts l\ntlpt>tition• 
which are only of an informatory nature. In establishing these rules the Coun~il al'lt•d on th~ 
princi.pl~ that it was desirable to.introduce an unoffi~ial prelimina.ry proc~dure oofo~ o!fil'ially 
subm1ttmg. the case .to the C'?unml, so ~hat ~he Council Members nu~:ht be m a posit-ion to dt•citlo 
on the basiS of the mfor~at10n contamed m these petitions, whether th~y wished to bring the 
matter before the Council or not. These rules were established in t.he resolutions or o.,t0 t,.,.r 
22nd, 1920; October 25th, 1920: September 5th, 1923, and June lOth, 19:!5 without it having 
be~n thought ne<:essary to obt~in the consent of the minority States. It is' undouhtt>tlly bot-h 
log~cal and ~xped1ent. that the .different Powers re.presented .on ~he Council should not sPpnratt>ly 
collect the informatiOn reqUlred for the exermse of their nghts and dut.ies, but th11t eu~b 
information should, as far as possible, be obtained collectively and in accordance with eome 
regJ.llar procedure. The establishment of such procedure, therefore, does not si~c:nify any 
transgression of the legal limits laid down in existing provisions. 

If the resolution of June 27th, 1921, requires the consent of the States eoncernt>d, it mu~t 
be remembered that this provision for the intervent.ion of these Statt's in the pmliminary 
procedure is in their own interest. Some of these States had pointed out that it waR dl'~imhl" 
that the Members of the Council should not receive their information exdu~ively from th~> 
petitions of the minorities. but that the Governments of these minorities should he given an 
opportunity to submit their observations and comments. It would have been quite pnHsihle 
to gives States the opportunity to make these observations and commentR without imposing 
upon them any obligation to do so. The obligatory form was obviously chost>n at that time 
because it was thereby possible in the interests of the States themselves to create a pro(•pdure 
which was strictly regulated in all its details. 

With regard to the German proposals now under discussion, the question whether, from 
the legal point of view, they require, before being put into effect, the consent of the Statee bound 
by the Minorities Treaties and Declarations can only a~e !!- effec~ i~ give~ to th~rn i~ tho 
form provided for in the Canadian proposals. But even 1n this case 1t 11 posstble to unagt~e a 
form of wording which would make the formal conse~t of tho~e S~ates unne~~sary. In v1ew, 
however of the fact that as already mentioned, the mtervent10n m the prehmmary proc~durc 
of the States concerned is in the last resort in their own interest, the German Govemnwnt is 
inclined to think that the introduction of really suitable reforms will not be hindered by purely 
formal considerations, and that it should not be difficult to arrive at an agreement. 

1. 

OBSERVATIONS OF THE HUNGARIAN GOVERNMENT, COMMUNICATED BY A LETTER 
DATED APRIL 12TH, 1929. 

[ Translation.] 
The President of the Hungarian Delegation to the Peace Conference expressed ~imself 

as follows in a note to the Conference, dated Neuilly,.Fe~~ary 12th, 1920, CO'!cemm.g th~ 
importance of the establishment of the protection of nunontles from the Dunganan pomt 0 

view: 
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" The jl'uarantee concerning the protection _of Hungarian minorities entrusted to the 
League of Nations constitutes for ns the most I~p~rtant p~rt of the treaty about to be 
concluded and only our trust in the effective realrsatlon of thM guarantee can make ua sign 

' . " the 1'reaty of Peace. 

The Treaty of Trianon disme!llbered Hu_ng~ry, not only ~eprivin~ ~hat State of_ two
thirds of its total form!'r populatiOn, but brmgmg under foreign dommwn a populatwn of 
purely Hungarian race and language numbe.ring_ ~,330,00_0 persons1 or 42 per ce~t o~ Hungary's 
present population. The protection of IDinO~ItJes! whiCh. constituted the chief md"':lcement 
to sign the Treaty of Trianon, has thus retamed Its full Importance for Hungary smce the 
date of signature. · . 

When one considers the enormous number of persons who had been uruted for over a 
thousand years to the Hungarian stock, only to ~e separate~ by the Treaty of ~e~ce--against 
their will, and without even a plebiscite for the a_ben populatw~s aroun~ th~~-~t IS no exagge
ration to say that no race exists on earth for wh1ch the protectiOn of mmontJes IS of more vital 
importance than for the Hungarian people. . . . 

But apart from any one particular ra~, there are certamly feyv dut1e~ devo!vmg upon the 
Lellojl'ue of Nations which assume the same llllportance from the ~o~~t of VIew of ~tern~! p~ace, 
and the moral pacification on which peace depends, as the respo~sib~1ty of pr?tectmg mmonties. 

This was the intention of those who planned the new temtor1al order m Eastern Europe, 
where the international protection of populations brought recently under the sway of recently 
created States or States awarded with extensive territories was already the practice in the 
nineteenth century. What took place at the close of the great world war was simply a 
development of this traditional system and the substitution for the Concert of the great 
European Powers of the newly created League of Nations, with the status of an international 
Power, exercising supervision in the matter. This change in the supervisory organ is the 
keystone of the new system. 

The reasons which justify the protection of minorities, both from the historical point of 
view and from that of the circle of States to which it was applied, the principles on which it is 
based, and its direct and close connection with important territorial changes, are set forth at 
length in the now famous letter dated June 24th, 1919, from the President of the Peace 
Conference to the Polish President. It would be superfluous to quote this letter in detail. 

Let it suffice to recall that the Council of the League, in the person of whose Members
permanent and temporary alike--this duty of protection is vested in the last resort, is entrusted, 
in virtue of this mandate, owing to the close connection between the protection of minorities 
and the new territorial order in Eastern Europe, with one of the gravest responsibilities in the 
eyes of history. . 

It has to be admitted, unfortunately, that the extent of the material rights guaranteed 
to the f!1inoritics by th~ so-~alled Minorities Treaties, and by the declarations subsequently 
made With the same object, IS not great. That question, however, is not under consideration 
a.nd cannot be discussed at the moment. 

Th~ mo_st di_stressin_g feature of the case is that only too often there is a tendency to curtail 
thes~ IDinonty !l~hts st.il,l ~urther by_an interl?retation which might with justice be qualified a.s 
abusively restnct1ve. This feature IS found m the matter of the protection of minorities not 
only in regard to material right.s but also in regard to procedure. 

A further but no. less r~gretta~le impression prevails among the minorities that there 
has b~en a g~neral. falhng:off ~n the Ideal of minority protection. now that it is no longer a. 
questiOn of 1mposmg obligatiOns but rather of enforcing them. This feeling is shared by 
several States l\Iembers of the League. 

Th~ disu,ppoint~ent experienced by certain minorities as the result of the inadequate 
prote~ti~n afforded IS now sue~ that they have latterly completely renounced the practice of 
~ubm1~tmg r~quests for protectiOn to the League. Discouragement, and not any improvement 
m the~r lot, Is the real explanation of this attitude. · · 
. . ~he mi~ority provisions were guaranteed by the Council of the League, solemnly and 
mdivid_ually m the case of each treaty. The meaning of this guarantee is analysed in a. Council 
resolut~on of ~ctober 22nd, 1~20, known by the name of M. Tittoni, the Rapporteur; the 
resolutiOn, whwh forms the basis of the whole of the present minority procedure, reads as follows: 
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" It may be advisable at th~ ou~set to define clearly the exact mt>aning of the h•rw 
'.Guarantee of the .~eagne of NatiOns .. It seem~ cle.~ that t~ stipulntion Dlt'nns, above 
all1 th~t th': proVISIOns for the protectiOn of mmor1tJes are mviolnble . • • &<oon<ll , 
th1s ~t1p~~t10n means that the League must ascertain that the provi.'lions for the prot ~I' ) ' 
of mmorlties are always observEd." ~ 10

D 

Th~ Leagne's_gnarantee co.nce~in~ the efficacy of minority prot~tion is thua int~mltod to 
be tbe live factor m the whole mstltution. 
. Ag~in, the efficacy o~.minorityprotect!on is d~te~~ed prinuuily by the spirit in whidl it 
l8 exermsed. The Hungarian Government, m submittmg 1ts obsl'rvationR, dl'sirt>s to atft'•s this 
elementru:Y. truth. The present re~ar~, mor~over, does not in any way affect the importnm'8 
of th~ reVIsion of the procedure, which l8 ;'!OW m t_he foreground and has arousl'd gt'm•ral inwn•st .. 
The IIDportance attached to procedure IS explamed by the conviction thllt the dt•fl'<·h of the 
present system are also. the. cause of the inadequacy of the prot~tion now accorded. Tht>re Ia 
every reason to complam1 ~mt, that ~ucb procedure as does I'Xist consists simply of a ft•w rult•a 
for the treatment of pet1t10ns submitted to the League, while no system exists wht~reby the 
Leag_ue, f!r. rather Members of the C,?uncil, might :·ascertai~ that tht provisions for the prottJl'tion 
of mmor1t1es ar.e alwa!s _observe!l . The Connell reso.lu~IOn, however, from which thi'Me words 
are quoted •. defmes thiS I!Dperative duty of the Councllm no uncertain tllrms. It is thia point, 
together with the questll~n, already alluded to1 o~ the spirit in which protPCtion ahoultl be 
afforded, that the Hungarian Government woula Wish to urge upon those now dealing with the 
revision of the present minority procedure. 

Those who are opposed to the protection of minorities have discovered that the procl'dnre 
is not laid down in the Minorities Treaties and Declarations, and have argued that twt>ry 
procedure, before it can be binding on them, must be accepted by the States with minority 
obligations. An absolute right of acceptance or refusal would obviouHly imply for an<•h Statt>s 
a right to veto no matter what procedure. Proceeding on these lines, they would aoon sncee~•d, 
by means of apparently flawless syllogisms, in putting a stop in actual practice to the ext~rcise 
of all minority protection. Such an interpretation is clearly erroneous, not to say tendentious. 
The true position is this : rules of procedure for minority questions are simply m11ana for the 
accompli~hment of the duties already clearly laid down in the Minorities Treati11s and 
Declarations both for States Members of the Council and for States subject to minority 
obligations. It should be possible for these various rules to be properly established by aU the 
States Members of the Council whose duty it is to supervise the actual according of protection. 
From a legal standpoint, therefore, the consent of the minority States is not nece•sury for the 
setting np of procedure. Apart from the Council resolution of June 27th, 1921, the consent of 
the minority States has never been asked when establishing rules of procedure in minurity 
questions. The distinction between rules implying on the part of the States concerned the 
performance of acts not laid down in the lllinorities Treaties and Declarations and n1J.,s not 
implying the performance of such acts- a distinction to be fou~d in the jnris~·K' opinion 
submitted to the Council on March 6th last- does not do away wtth the grave r••k that all 
forms of minority protection may be wrecked by a question or procedure thro!-lgh the agemoy 
of those who are opposed to protection itself. Such a resul~ can. never ha~e been mtended b_y the 
authors of the Minorities Treaties. Moreover, it would be illog~cal to cla1m that the Council cun 
decide on procedure without the assistance of the minority States, under Article 4, parai,'I'H ph;:; 
of the Covenant and to insist on the other hand, on the individual conl!t'nt of su1·h St:~ws 
to that proced~. The Leagu~ should consider it a point of honour not to allow grammall~'al 
interpretations contrary to the whole spirit of the institntio~ to gain the upper hand and drtve 
out the live guarantee designed to secure effectual protectiOn. . . 

Accordingly, one cannot but appreciate the reasons quoted ~y 81r Austen C~amht>~la~n 
when alluding to the oriain of the Committee of Three at the meetmg of the Council on )larch 

' 0 6th last, he spoke as follows : 
"The Treaties contemplate that it should be the friendly right of any State ~lembe~ of 

the Council to draw the attention of the Council to what it might consider to be ~n mfract10n 
·of any of the Minorities Treaties. That was an invidious, a t~a~kless ta~~ t~ I!"POH6 upon · 
the individual States Members of the Council . . • s'? invtdious t~at md•y•dual 8tut~s 
Members of the Council might be unwilling to discharge 1t, and that, if we rehed upon such 
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individual initiative and on that alone, we might fail to watch over the Treaties as it was 
intended that we should do. 

" The Council therefore . . . made the arrangem~nt which is embodie~ in the 
examination of these petitions and complaints by the Committee f?l Thre~- ~hat IS to say, 
instead of leaving it to each individual Sta~e Me11_1b~r ~f ~he CounCil to satiSfy 1tse~ whether 
or not a condition had arisen which necessitated 1t l';ldiVIdually to dr~w the a;ttent1on of the 
Council to the matter, three Members of th.e Council, C~f?sen fro~ trme to trme among our 
ranks, would undertake the duty of examinmg each pet1t10n! and if those M~II!bers thought 
that it was necessary to bring a matter before the Council, they wou.ld. JOU~tly call the 
attention of the Council to it. By this means, the dangers, the difficulties and the 
invidiousness of the individual intervention of a particular State would be avoided." 

This principle, which really explains the origin of .the Committee of .~hree, is _P~rfectly 
right, for it is in keeping with the guarantee for th.e. effiCacy of t~e C~~cil s superyJS1on and 
consequently in keeping with the spirit of the proVIsions of the Mmontles Treat1es m generaL 
It is significant that, on October 25th, 1920, when the Council adopted a resolution setting up 
the Committee of Three, no one thought it necessary to apply to the States with minority 
obligations for their consent to the establishment of such a procedure. 

The Committee of 1'hree is an established fact. It may be asked, however, whether the 
present organisation and procedure of that Committee could not be still further improved in the 
light of nearly ten years' practical experience. For the moment, this is perhaps the most 
important question for the Council to consider. 

As regards the present procedure, the Hungarian Government is of opinion that its chief 
deft>ct lies in the notorious inadequacy of the information put before the Committee of Three 
and the impossibility of its being adequately informed. This defect is due to an exaggerated 
interpretation of the idea that, in no circumstances and at no stage of the proceedings, shall the 
minorities be given the status of parties to the case. But even if the minorities could not enjoy 
that status- which is very doubtful- it does not follow that the petitioners could no Jonge1 
furnish information during the remaining course of the procedure, after having of necessity 
done so when submitting their petition. 

In the past, the inadequate or, rather, unlilateral information placed before the Council 
has had the most serious consequences, consequences on which the Hungarian Government 
does not desire to dwell for the moment. 

The suggestion that the Committee of Three can, and indeed should, apply to the 
petitioners for information concerning the points of fact and of Jaw contained in the reply to 
the petition of a minority State is one of the most moderate in its implications. 

The Hungarian Government considers it essential, if any procedure is to fulfil its serious 
purpose, that the minority State's reply to a petition should be notified to the petitioners and 
that i.nfor"!ation. d~rived fr~m both sides in the form of statements and replies should be regularly 
subnutted m :wr1ttm~, or, 1f nece_ssary, by means of personal explanation, to the Committee of 
Three (or. thmr substitutes) and mdeed at every stage of the proceedings. 

A pon~t very closely connected with this reform is the need for greater publicity in regard to 
the proce~dlngs. A certa~n d.egree of publicity would be introduced by means of the information 
der1v~~ from both l?art1es m the form of statements and replies, for this would preclude the 
repet~tlf?n .of what IS at present the usual position, under which the petitioners themselves 
remam m 1g.norance of the fate of their petition, unless by chance a Member of the Council is 
found to brrng the matter before the Council. It is essential further that Members of the 
Council not represented on the Committee of Three should ha~e more direct information and 
th~t the Assembly of the ;Lea~e and the pub.lic in general should be given full details. These 
obJe~ts coul~ best be atta~ed, m .th~ Hungar1a~ Government's view, by the following means: 
the Secre~r1at wou,ld pubhsh per10d1.cally all nunority petitions addressed to the League, and 
!he Committee of 1: hree would s.u~m1t a ~ep'!rt to the Council on all the petitions with which 
It has dealt, and not only on pet1t10ns whl<'h 1t refers for consideration to the Council · further, 
these reports would be published at int~rvals in the Official,Journal, and the Secretariat would 
r•r.est>~t to th~ ~sst>mbly ~n annua;I abr1dged report showing the nature and the contents of the 
uunonty petitiOns depos1ted dunng the course of the year together with the action taken 
thereon. ' 
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Th~ Hungarian Government CJ?nsiders it essential also to examine the question of the 
0011verswn o~ the Commdtee of Three •nto a C~nmittee illl'lwdi11g reprtaNttoliNI oj all lilt .Jl-/Htr• 
of the Council. At PJ1!Sent, one ?f. the most unportant proeeedings, the elucidution of ointa of 
fact and o~ Jaw on whtch ~he petitions are based, takes place in the present.~ of thn>e Me~Jbers of 
the £!onn_c~l to the exclus10n of all the others, whereas the duty of Sllft>guarding the prot«>! ion 
of. mm?nties devolv~s upon all the ~e~bers. of the Council without di~tinrtion. It would be 
fauer, m the Hunganan Governments VIew, if all the Mt>mbers of the Coundl Wt'n> rt>prt>Mt'nl d 
at this. i_mportant act. It woul_d be a more eonscit>~tioua way of p4'rforming their duty :f 
supel"Vl8IO~. A less eomprehenSlve reform, though still on the same Jint>s, mi~:ht be to n>tuin 
the Comuuttee of Three, but to allow all the other Mt>mbera of the l'oum•il to sit on th t 
Commit_tee - hitherto known as the Committee of Thret> - should they 80 rlt>~irt>. Tht> 
Hunganan G?vernment ~ould prefer the complete reform of the Commilt<'E' of 'l'hrN> on the 
Jines of the first su~rgestiOn. 

Bound up with t~i~ same idea is the sugg~stion that a Pmntuu•td Jti 11oriliro ('11111111;.,;0 ,. 

should be created, consistmg of persons of recogmst>d authority and competence. This l'ermunl'nt 
Commissio~ would act as a co~mit_tet: of ex~rts and would be prepared, as sut'h, to a88i8t both 
the.Comm_Ittee of Three (possibly II! Its revised form) and the Council. The ohjt'l'tions raillt'd 
agamst this scheme do not seem senous. It baa been argued, for instan<'e that sut·h a hotly Ia 
not provided for under the Covenant or the special treaties and could not ~ set up out•ide t ht> 
treat.y provisions, like other co~mittees of experts at the Council's disposul, unlf'M8 providPd for 
under the Covenant or the treaties, because those other committees deal, it is aai<l, with gPn~>N\1 
questions affecting all the States, whereas the protection of minorities afferts onlv !'t'rtain :-!tat<'• 
which cannot be forced to accept the administration of a commit.tee of expert.s. Thl' Hungarian 
Government considers that the reform baa much to recommend it from severul points of vil'w. 
The protection of minorities requires specialised knowledl(tl and the l'XPrl'illll of conHtnnt 
supervision ; moreover, it demands a more considerable sucrifice of time. The I'Xi•t<'nt·e of 11 
Permanent Minoritil's Commission would further help to expedite mntten and would plat•e a 
body of experts at the Council's disposal should it be necessary to send commis•iona of f'xpert• 
to visit the locality, either to decide whether any given case should be brought bt•fort> the Council 
or to verify the facts or suggest possible Holutions when the rnMe huH aln-ady h<'<•n •uhmittt>d 
to the Council . 

. The Hungaiian Government would also welcome some revision of the exi•tin~e pro.,PdurP, 
with a view to facilitating access to the Permanent Court of International J u•t it·e w hl'tJeVt•r a 
question of law is involved, as already recommended in the Assembly resolution of l'll'pll'luber 
21st, 1922. · . . 

The Hungarian Government reserves the nght to supplement these oh•t•rvahona, a• 
soon as the draft amendments to the procedure have assumed a more concft'te form. It 
bas decided in the meantime to refrain from submitting too many observation•. in or<l••r to 
facilitate the proper adjustment of the most urgent anrl necessary reform•. 

8. 

LETTER ~'ROM THE LATVIAN GOVER!illllENT TO THE 8F.CRETARY·GEN}:RAL 

OF THE LEAGllE OF NATTO!ill!. 

{ Translntiotl.] Riga, April 11th, 19:!9. 

You were good enough to forward to us, together with ('ir.cular Letter .So. 42,_ d~tetl 
:llarch 18tli, 1929 a copy of the resolution adopted by the _Co~~il of the _Lt>ague of .Satw:• 
at its meeting on' March 7th regarding the protection of uunont-Ies: _you mf?rmed ut 11\t. e 
same time that an observations which the Latvian Government mtght deKtre to su IIII .111 
accordance with pa~agraph 3 of the Council resolution of March 7th should reach the &>"retanat. 

,before April 15t.h. 
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In thanking you for this communication, I have the honour ~o request yo_u to lay_ before 
the Committee constituted by the Council resolution the _followmg observa:twns W~ICh. t~e 
Latvian Government desires to submit regarding the questiOn of the protectiOn of mmont1es 
raised during tho last session of the Council. . 

The Latvian Government is of opinion that the procedure at present m force for the 
prot.ection of minorities, although capable of some future dev~lopment, has proved both 
elast.ic and effective enough in practice to render consid~rable se~v~ees. _Any proposals for the 
modification of the present system- which has proved 1ts value m practice, and been accep~d 
by Latvia t.hrough her Declaration of July 7th, 1923- should t.herefore be approacl1ed With 
t.he utmost caution. . · d · dif' t' · h 

The Latvian Government does not see any necess1ty for mtro ucmg mo ICa IOns Ill t e 
system at present adopted either from the point of view of substance or _of procedure. 
:Severtheless, it will follow with the greatest interest the. work of th~ Committee ~f Three 
38 well as any decillion that the Council of the League of N a~IOns ~ay ultl:"'ately take m regar? 
to this problem : it reserves the right, however, to ~tate 1ts pomt of view ~hould t~e C~n~cll 
consider t.he possibility of modifying the status quo m regard to the protect,JOn of mmonhe~. 

(Signrd) A. BALoDt>i. 

9. 

LET'rER FROM THE LITHUANIAN GOVEltNlllENT TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

[ Tratr.Ylation. ) Kovno, April 12th, 1929. 

Yon were good enough to f01·ward to the Lithuanian Government the resolution adoptet\ 
by the Council of the League of Nations concerning the protection of minorities, togeth~r 
with the l\linutes of the Council's proceedings. The Government, after hearing the report. 
of its delegate, l\1. Zaunius, has made an exhaustive examination of the document.s in question. 
It now desires to make the following statement: 

1. The agenda of the session of the Council held from March 5th to 12th last included a 
que8t.ion con<•erning the protection of minorities and proposals for the amendment of the 
procedure hit.herto followed in minority quest.ions. The Lithuanian Govt>rnment ma<le a 
I>eclarat.ion before the Council of the League of Nations on May 12th, 1922, voluntarily 
assuming ct~rt.ain obligations in reg-ard t.o the ethnical and other minorities in Lit.hua.nia. It 
rlesires t.o point. out that the miuorit.ies rights were recognised and embodied in the Lithuanian 
leg-islat.ion before the institution of the League system, so that, in making its Declaraf.ion 
before the Council of the League, the Lit.huanian Government was simply c.onvertiug its national 
legislation into 11-n international undertaking. No procedure was established, however, for 
intervention by the Council or for the relations of the Council with the Governmt>nt of the 
Republic. The prinriple adopted was that any intervent.ion by the Council should be 
appropriat.e to the circumstances or, in other words, that no definite rule should be laid down. 

. 2 .. A con_siderablo _prol,l~rtion of the Me1~1bers of the League have assumed obligatio~s 
vls-a-VJs the diff~rent mmor1ties ~nd these obligations have been placed under the Leagues 
!{Uarantee. Act10n by the Co~ncll would thus hardly be possible unless a uniform proct>dure 
1s adopt.ed for all the c~mntnes. Moreover, it is often difficult, and indeed impossible, f,o 
.. stabhsh a procedure wh1ch does not touch the substance of the question. so that no procedure 
r·a.n be separated from the substantive law. · 

3. In . contractus! l~w - a~d international law- is generally contractual- ch11nges 
<>annot be mtr?duced 1~ mtt>rnat10nal agreements without the expli(·it and formal const-nt 
of the contra<"tmg part~es. A: fortiori, modifications cannot be introduced into spontaneous 
and voln~tary declarat.JOns, smce such declarat-ions do not, after all, constitute contractual 
tm.rh•rtakmgs, hut. represent a solemn. statement of internal and foreign policy ratlwr than 
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an international obligat~on. The Lithuanian Government m•turally rt•g d ·h 
and unila~ral ~derta~mgs as no less binding upon it than internatiou:f .!.::\:ponl~t·ous 
character 18 entirely diff~rent ... The, essential point to be emphasised is that 'the \~~h~a~f~ 
Government, and the L1thuaman Government alone hM }lower to modify th Dt>tl . 
made by it on May 12th, 1922. - ' · e · arntwn 

4. _ The Lithuanian Government a<'cordingly felt it. it.s dutv to t'O-OJlt' 1 ·'th tl 
Colll!cil in ~he safeguarding of mino~ty rights. As this quest.ion is of fun<lllmt'U~ i'm11,:,~t>Uil!: 
~ L1th~aru~, the Governme~t sent 1t~ representath:e ~ the Council of the Lengue t~ d~ft•tul 
~1thuaman mterests. Had. 1t kept silent when nunonty qu!'stions were un<lt>r dist•ua•iou, 
1t would have _felt_ ~oral_ly, if ~ot leg~ll.y, bound to 8<'cept. any decisions passl.'d by the eomll'il 
in regard to. nunont1es, Sl!lce L1thl~ama IS ent~tled, under Arti~le • of t.he l'ovt>niUI~, to intt>rvt•ne 
in ~he ~olut10n of a questiOn espeCially affectmg her interests. Ry abstaining from the extm•i•e 
of 1ts _nght, the Government would have appeared to be p~clwming itst•lf uniut 11re8t.ed in the 
questiOn, and would h~ve been bound to accept any solutwns adopted in its ab•t>moe. The 
Government ~earnt, to Its amazement, that the Council had refused to allow the Lithuanian 
delegate to s1t as a member of the Council during the discussion of this mattt>r 

. The Lithuanian Government deeply regrets that it cannot const>nt to co-opt>rate with the 
Council in the manner suggested in the resolution of March 7th, 19~9, under the tt•rms of whit·h 
the Government is inyited to s~b~it o~serv.ations, if. it so desires, bt•fore April 15th, 19~9. 
The Government cons1ders that 1t IS not 1ts VIews but 1ts consent. whil·h is requirt•d in framinJr 
minority rules, and that such consent must be signified in the manner lnid down in the Lengne 
Covenant. On March 7th, 1929, the Council, it is true, adopted the juristH' rt•port recogni•ing 
the need for the consent of the States bO\md by minorities obligations an•l rl'~ommendinJr 
separate negotiations between the Council and such States when the Council's d<•l'i•ion b1•d 
been taken. Such a procedure is, in the Lithuanian Government's view, """"nt.ially contrary 
to the terms of the Covenant. If the findings of the report were accepted, the l'ount'il mi~:ht 
become a contracting party ; in other words, the Council is regardfd as a part.y utuler 

. international law. The Covenant, however, assigns the Council an Pntirl.'ly different at.atu•. 
It admits of no opposition between the Council and Members of the League not n•prest·uiNI 
on that body. In the first place, the Council of the League is not a party in t••rma of law, 
for, if it were a party under international law, it would constitute a supl'r-State ; bt•m·t>, in any 
international contractual undertaking, the Council can never take al,tion against a 1\len,Jwr 
in virtue of a resolution adopted by the Council itself. In all other questions affecting l\l~mbPu 
o{ the League, the latter ipso facto acquire the status of temporary Members of the Coum·il. 
Accordingly, the composition of the Council is never rigid. In theory, the Council mif,!'ht 
become bigger than the Assembly, since, in virtue of Articles 4 and 17 of the Covenant, thest.atua 
of Members of the Council may be acquired not only by Members of the League but also hy 
non-Member States. . . . 

· In the circumstances the Lithuanian Government regrets that 1t IB unable to 1uhmtt 
it.s observations to the C~uncil in conformity with the terms of the resoluti.o~ a~lopted on 
March 7th : the Lithuanian Government's consent is necessary for .any mod1fu:at.ton. of tlu• 
rights of minorities in Lithuania. and such consent can only be legally g~ven at the Council tabh•. 

10. 

( Si !Jfitd) Professor A. VoLDE:MARAs, 
President of tla~ Counril, 

Ministe1' for Foreign .AJ(airl. 

MEMORANDUM FROM THE NETHERLANDR GOVERNllENT, COMMUNICATED BY A 

LETTER DATED APRIL lOTH, 1929. 
[Translation.) 

Her Majesty's Government bas noted with deep intere_st the discussions w~ich took t~~ 
in the Council on the protection of minorities and tb~ suggestiOns pdut forward d_ung~~:bp~!c~io~ 
in relation to certain modifications to be introduced mto the proce nre concerrun 
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of minorities. Profiting by the experience acq~ed while th~ Nethe~lands were .represented 
on the Council, Her l\lajeKty's Government desrres to submtt certam observatwns on the 
subjeet to .Members of the Council. . 

The Canadian representative's suggestion that the Commtttee~ of Three should b~ replaced 
by a Committee of the Council consisting of a!l th': ~epresentatt.ves on the Council. or their 
substitutes is in the Netherlands Governments opmwn, deservmg of every attentiOn. 

Her l\laj~sty's Government suggests that, if this procedure were adopted, it might be well 
to provide that members of the Committee representing States of w!llch the persons b~lo_nging 
to the minority in question are nationals and members representmg States ~he maJortty of 
whose population belongs ethnically to the same people as the persons formmg part of the 
said minorit.y should be given only a consultative status. The Netherlands Government 
fears that, unless some such provision is introduced, the proposed reform would not in practi<·~ 
achieve the desired result. 

If this question could be satisfactorily set~led, the institution of the Co~mit~ee of the 
Council as proposed might be regarded as an Improvement on the present situatiOn. ReT 
Majesty's Government,. however, is aware that this solution is also open to objection. . 

It is unlikely that a Committee of the Council could examine a large number of minority 
petitions with the necessary care. ·The files concerning minority quest~ons are generally 
fairly voluminous ; the questions raised are often very complex. Th~ Committee of the <?oun<•il 
would not be a permanent body composed of persons with a spemal knowledge of mmority 
quest.ions, but would vary in composition. so that it is doubtful whether all the members would 
be able to devote the time necessary for a thorough examination of the questions which they 
are called upon to decide. The institution of a number of smaller Committees, each dealing 
with only one or with a limited number of questions, would appear from this standpoint t.o 
have much to recommend it. Not only would members of t.hese smaller Committees have 
a gTeater feeling of individual rcsponsibifity ; they would also be able to devote more time 
to the examination of each question. 

Her Majesty's Government suggests that, in the circumstances, it might be possible to 
amend the existing situation while still retaining the system of Committees of Three. At the last 
Assembly, the Netherlands delegation put forward a suggestion that the number of meetings 
should be increased, and that the Committees should be convened more frequently, between 
the sessions of the Council. These meetings might, if necessary, take place immediately before 
or after a session of the Council. At present, the Committees generally meet at the same time 
a.a the Council, when all the members are overburdened with work. The result is that 
representatives on the Council are frequently obliged at the last minute to send to sit on the 
Committee another member of their delegation who has not been able to make an exhaustive 
study of the question under consideration. In the event of meetings of the Committees not 
coinciding with the sessions of the Council, representatives on the Council would, it is true, 
often be prevented from attending in person. At the same time, their substitutes might be 
appointed before hand and would thus be better able to prepare for the work with which 
they have to deal. 

There is another method by which, while still retaining the system of Committees of Three, 
the_ dra~backs of this ~ystem c.ould be remedied. In putting forward this suggestion, Her 
MaJesty s Gover~ment 1s followmg a proposal made at the last session of the Council, to the 
effec~ that certa1~ Member~ of the Council should not be precluded from discussing a petition. 
It m1gh~ be provtded that, m the c~ase of a Sta~ Member of the League, the majority of whose 
populatwn b~lonll's fro~ the eth~Ical standpomt to the same people as the persons forming 
part of the .mmor1ty whiCh submi~ted the complaint, a representative of that State and also a 
~p~esentattve of the !3tate to !"hlCh the persons of the minority in question belong shall be 
mVIted to be pr_esent 111 an advisory capacity at meetings of the Committee of Three. 

T~e Co!J~mtttee of Th~, ~r the Co~n_cil itself, when dealing with the petition, might be 
authonsed1 if_ necessary, to mytte the petitioners to appear in person before the Committee, or 
the Connell, m o~der ~ furmsh. supplementary information. It would always be necessary, 
h~wev:e~, to bear m ~u~d the pnnCiple at the basis of the existing Treaties-namely, that the 
mmont1es are not of~1~1al organs, free to act on a footing of equality with the Government. 

As regards p~bbmty, the ~etherlands Government considers that extreme caution should 
be observed. If 1t were provide~ .that the ~iscussions on every petition shall be made public, 
there would be the danger of ralBmg questiOns of prestige and making it more difficult for a 
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- State against which a petition ~as been submi~ted t_o grant eonoossions to minoritit>s. Moroonr 
if the Government. ~f the foreign State sper1ally mtel'ellted in the minority is prest•nt at tb~ 
debates on the pet1t1on, the argumenta hitherto submitted in favour of grtoatt>r publil'itv will 
cease .~ &)!ply to a very great extt:n.t. A~cordingly, the complnints so often formulnt~ by 
minor1t1es ~n re~ard to lack of publimty nught be ~et ~y proViding, first, that the Jlt'l itionl'l' 
shall be br1efly mformed of the result of the exammahon of the petition, and st'Condlv thnt 
every Committee of Three shall submit to the Council a concise report, of whit•h the t\;uueil 
would take note, embodying the positive or negative result of the ('ommittee'a prot't'todinga. 
In this way, a summary of all that has been done in the matter b:v the Ltoague of Nntiona would 
in future appear both in the Council Minutes and in the annual report submitttod by the 
Secretary-General to the Assembly which have hitherto contained hnrdly any mt>ntion of the 
protection of minorities. Moreover, the fact of publicity might possibly have the happy l'ff~>ot 
of preventing certain persons who at present have nothing to lose by submitting frivuluua and 
unjustified complaints from doing so in future. 

Her Majesty's Government sees no objection to the suggestion put forward by the 
Canadian representative, on the Jines of a Polish memorandum, that petitiuna ahnultl be 
addressed in future not to the Secretary-General but to the Governmt>nt l'-Olll't•rnt>d. Kuch a 
rule should, of course, be accompanied by certain guarantees, as already provitlt•d for in Kt•nator 
Dandurand's resolution. 

In conclusion, Her Majesty's Government would not wish to JlaKS over In •ill'nce an 
observation made in the Council by the German representative, who directed attt~ntiun to the 
Council's duty of ensuring that provisions under the guarantee of the Ltoa~rue of N ationa 
relating to the protection of minorities are constantly applied. It is pt>rhnpa douhUul wlu•ther, 
in dealing with minority questions only when petitions are submitwd, the Council ia complt•tely 
fulfilling the obligations which it assumed in re~ard to t~e prowction of _minoritit>s. . 

Her Majesty's Government trusts that this most 1mportant questaon will bt> t>xnnunt>d 
with all the attention it deserves. Even in the event of divergence of opinion which mi~:ht 
make it impossible to arrive at an agreement in the n~~r f~1ture, mark~d p~o1-:~•• will atill 
have been made if the present study results on the modification, on the lmea mdll'ated above 
of the present procedure in regard to petitions. 

The Hague, April lOth, 1929. 

11. 

LETTER FROM THE SWISS FEDERAl, GOVERNMENT TO THE SEORETARY·G•:IIF.RAI. 

OF THE LEAGUE OF NA'fiOI'IS. 

[ Translation. ] Berne, !\larch 27th, 19:!9. 

With reference to our Jetter of March 22nd acknowledgin,g receip~ of your c~r~mu;•i1c;a~~: of M ch 18th we have the honour to inform you that the Federal Uovt'mmen _as 0 0 _e 
with ~eep inte~est the discussion which tookhplace a;. th~ laft th!s~~:h~!tt::;,~:~~~r;:.:~.d;~: 
the protection of minorities. It feels that t IS ques 100 11 0 . b Le rue to mnnote 
point of view of that peace and goodwill whic~ it is t_h~ e~~enJ~~l ~~![ :!:le~teda~ take '•••·p• to 
throughout the world, and that _the League nugh!!~l~n sartiJ'ity the difficult irs whic·h may 
ov_ercome, by a ]!roc~~ure offenng every gu~~~h these ~inorities' politically belong. lt bas 
anse between mmontles and the ~ta~ to 'th h' ·h the Councilhasoncemoreapproacbed 
therefore been glad to note the partlilc'? arbc~ Wl ~ tyac to discover 8 aolution that willl.,ad to 
this serious problem and the Counc s o v1ous anx1e 

the desired result. . d 'th 't the Swiss nation would rejoice if the Ltong~!o could 
The Federal Council, an WI . 

1 - . bViousl 'exists in the public mind m 11ome 
succeed in dispelling the apprehensiO_n whlch 0 . recinu ·ven by certain memben of the 
countries and to w~ch ve!bal exprebsSloD waf~s ~ga~y rninolti!! who feel that thl'y are injured 
Council. The essentllll pomt would e to or a 
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the possibility of submitting their complaints for impartial.consideration, wit~out, by so doing, 
weakening their obligations of loyalty to the State of whwh they form an mtefP'al part. 

The Federal Council would not desire to pronounce in favour of any particular system. 
The main consideration should be to reach an agreement on general rules. When once this 
agreement has been reached, a satisfactory form of proc.edll!e could d?ubtless be discovered 
without great difficulty, by the goodwill of all. We are mchned to beh~ve th~t the. proposa!s 
of the Canadian representative, M. Dandurand, would form a useful basts of dtscusston at thiS 
stage. They would certainly be an improvement on the present situation, even though-as has 
already been pointed out in the Council-they may require amplification in one or two respects. 
In particular, it would seem opportune to ascertain under what conditions the Permanent 
Court of International Justice might be asked to give an opinion. We think it would be well 
if disputes connected with the rights and duties of minorities could be assured of a definite 
solution after all attempts at conciliation-which are, in our opinion, of fundamental importance 
-have failed. It would be desirable carefully to examine this side of the problem. Such an 
enquirY would be in keeping with the resolution adopted by the Third Assembly of the League 
of Nations cont',erning the protection of minorities, Point 2 of which was worded as follows : 

" In case of difference of opinion as to questions of law or fact arising out of the 
provisions of the Minorities Treaties between the Government concerned and one of the 
States Members of the Council of the League of Nations, the Assembly recommends that 
the Members of the Council appeal without unnecessary delay to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice for a decision in accordance with the Minorities Treaties, it being 
understood that the other methods of conciliation provided for by the Covenant may 
always be employed." 

If the Federal Coum'il has ventured to submit these few short comments, it is because the 
problem of co-operation between majorities and minorities on a footing of absolute juridical 
and political equality is one to which the Swiss nation attaches the very highest importance 
and to which the Swiss authorities daily have to devote their attention. 

We would request you to be good enough to bring the above to the knowledge of the 
Rapporteur to the Council and his two colleagues. 

Sub-Annex II. 

{Signed) MOTTA, 
Federal Political Department. 

LIST OF COMMUNICATIONS FROM ASSOCIATIONS AND ORGANISATIONS. 

1. Letter d~ted March bt, ~929, addresse~ ~o Sir Austen Chamberlain by the "Joint :Foreign 
Commt~tee of the Jewtsh Bo!lrd of Brtttsh Jews and the Anglo-Jewish Association". 

:!. Le,~ter, '!Ith anne~, da.t~d A:prll 5th, 1~29, &dressed to His Excellency M. Adatci by the 
Comtte ex~cnt.if de I Umon des Socultes de bienfaisance Dobrounja ". 

3. Lette~ dated Aprtl 8~h, .1929, add~ssed to His Excellency M. Adatci by the " Comite 
natwnal des Orgamsattons des emtgres macedoniens en Bulgarie ". 

4. Letter dated April ~th, 1929, addressed to His Excellency Ill. Adatci by the" Union des 
Bulgares ~esMarabtens en Bulgarie ", 

Docnme.nt.~tton addressed to the members of the Committee by the " Union des .'i. 
Assocmt.wns pour Ia So<'icte des Nations " 

6. 1 lomtment.at.ion forwar~ed by the " Union parlementaire ", 
1. :llemorandum co.mmumcated by the " Conseil pour Ies droits de rninoriteM juives ". 
K. ·'lemorandum With a.nnex and resolution, forwarded by the " Liaue internationale des 

femmes pour Ia patx et Ia Iiberto ". "' 
9. 

10. 
11. 

I.etter from Ute " Alliance Israelite universelle " 
Letter from the ". llilfMverein der Dcutschen Juden ", Berlin. 
lllernora~ulum, wtth annex, from the " Comit.e execntif des Congr'•s des natt'ott"lt'tels t>nrop!'entws ••. · ~ ~ 
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AppendiL 

LIST OF CHANGES TO BE MADE IN THE REPORT OF THE CO:YlllTTEE 
INSTITUTED BY THE COUNCIL RESOLUTION OF MARCH 7TH, 1929. 

C.C.M. 2 (1). 

~OTE BY THE SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE LEAOtTE. 

The following changes should be made in document C.C.M.I. : 

I. No. 4, which a_ppears at the bott.on of page 43 under the heading "Dt>t•laratinn• 
made before the Council of t~e League of Nat ions ", will read aa followa : 

4. General Declarations made before_ the Covncil of the League of N atio111 : 

" (1) Declaration by Albania, dated October 2nd 1921 
"(2) Declaration by Estonia, dated Septembt'r trth 19.2:i 
" (3) Declaration by Latvia, dated July 7th, 1923. ' ' · 
" (4) De~la.ration by Lithuania, dated May 12th, 1922. 

· 5. Special Declaration 7/lade before the Covncil of the League of Natim••: 

· '. "(1) Declaration by Finland (in respect of the Ahmd IHlands), tinted Jum• :lith, 
1921." 

II. The first sentence of the third para~'TIIph of Chapter IV (}l"'!e 48), t ... j(innin~t 
.. In accordance with " and ending " countries ", will be inl'orporated in thl' MN·oncl 
paragraph .• The third paragraph will begin " Finland, after undertaking ", etc. 

Ill. In the last paragraph on page 48, the wordo "the Alnnd lMlandK, the sovt•J"('i~rnt y 
over which was assigned to Finland in 1921 "will be omitt~d. 

IV. In the first paragraph on page 49 the words "in rel(ard to the Aland bland• " 
will be omitted, and the words "It should further be added that " will be in•erted at the 
beginning of the paragraph. Furt.her, this paragraph will be placed aftl'r tho.e relati1111 
to Upper Silesia. 

11. QUESTION OF THE REPRESENTATION OF THE LITHUANIAN GOVJo:HNMIUiT 
• . AT THE DISCUSSION OF THE QUESTION OF MINORITIES. 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE FIFTY·FOURTH SESSION OF THE Cot'NCIL-
MEETING HELD ON MARCH 4TH, 1929. . 

M. Zaunius, representative of Lithuania, came to the Council table. 

· The PRESIDENT read· the following tl'legram dated Fe~rnary 27th, 1929, fru~• 
the Lithuanian Government to the Secretary-General, together With the Sei•J"('tary ·General " 
r«"ply, dated March 1st, 1929: 1 

1 Document C. 98. 1929 .. V. 
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1'eleg1·mn from the Lithuanian Government. 

" Item 12 of the agenda of the 1\Iarch Co~ncil. ~ession contains two qucs~ion~ _u·f 
int.erest to Lithuania who has herself contracted mrnonties engagements and has m~oritJes 
int.erests concerning Lithuanians. In conformity with Article 4 of the Covenant, .J,~thuania 
will be repres1mted at the Council by !II. Zaunius. Sec•retary-General of t.he 1\hmHt.ry for 
Foreign Affairs. - V OI.DE~IA HAS." . 

R£<ply from the Sef·retary- Gen.eral. 

" I have the honour to aeknowledge receipt. of your telegram of February 27th 
informing me that Lithuania will be represent.ed at the Council by M. Zaunius wh~n item 
12 of the agenda of t.he coming Council session is discussed. I shall subnut your 
communi<•ation to the Council at its firHt meet.ing on 1\la.rch 4th.- DRUMMOND, Becretary
Gtll.eral." 

The President did not think it possible immediately to settle the question whether 
Lithuania had the right to sit on tho Council during the examination of the q?es~ion of the 
protection of minorities. lie proposed that a small Committ.ee, composed of three Junsts, shoulrt 
be appointed to examine this legal question. It seemed probable that, in addition to Lithuania, 
other countries might make a similar request, and for that reason it was bet.ter for an enquiry to. 
be made and a decision taken which would apply in all similar <'ases. 

Til~ PreHideni'B proposal uoa.y odnplrd. 

!11. ZAuNws, representative of Lithuania, thanked the President for the. proposal he had 
made to submit to a Committee of Jurists the question whether Lithuania had the right to be 
represented on the Council during the discussion of the item eoncerning the protection of 
minorities. lie would naturally offer no opposition to this proposal, though it was clear from the 
t.elegram sent by the Prime l'tlinister that, in the view of the Lithuanian Gov,ernment, it had 
the right and even the duty to send, in virtue of Article 4 of the Covenant, a representative to 
the Council. 

He desired merely to know whether the Lithuanian representative would be given an 
opportunit.y of explaining the views of his Government to the proposed Committee of Jurists. 

The PRE!!IDENT thought that it would be possible for the representa.tive of Lithuania to 
Hubmit any explanations he desired to the Committc>e of Jurists. 

M. TrTULEsco thought that the proposal to submit the Lithuanian Government's reque~t 
to a Committee of Jurists for examination was merely of theoretieal interest and referred only 
to the application of paragraph 5 of Article 4 of the Covenant. • 

:\.11 t~~re was no question of mak~g 1!-ny change in the rul~s at present in force with regard 
to IDinont1es, and as no change of this kmd could be made Without the consent of the parties 
signatory t~ the 1\Iinorit.ies Treaties, the theoretical study whieh had been proposed could only 
be of practwal use from the point of view of the eomposition of the Council if the latter 
eonsidered it advisable to discuss such changes. ' ' 

The PRF.'!IDENT confirmed that it was a theoretical study that would be undertaken. 

:\[. Zaunius withclrew. · 

On the proposal of the PRESIDEN'f, the Council appointed M. BOTELLA. Sir Cecil RlJRS'r, 
M. ITo, and M. Pn.OTTr to be members of the Committee of Jurists. ' 
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MEETING HELD O:S MARCH 6TH, 19:!9. 

M. Zaunius, repreijentative of Lithuania, t·ame to the rount•il t-nhlt•. 

The following report of the Committ~e of J nrists v.·ag rPad : 1 

•• The Agenda of the Fifty-fourth Stossion of the round! inchul•• tit f 11 • • 
,~ •. I' u uwmg th•mK : 

" (a) Procedure applicable to minorities pt'tition• : ProJ>OKal~ of lht> ..... 
1
,_ ~, 1 1· . 

of Canada (document C.51(1).1929.l). orMil u 1\t' 

" (b) The _gua~a:ntee by t~e League of Nations of the pro\·i•iong I'Otll't'rninll lhl' 
protectiOn of mmonttes. Item mserted on the requeHt of tltl" rt•prest>nlati\·p of Ot•rmuny. 

" !tis in connection :w~th. these poi~ts that the requt>st fur an opinion v.-118 1ultlre••t>d tu tt 11• 

Co~umttee by t~e Coune~ m 1ts r':solut10n of March 4th •. 19:!9. The lllinnii'B of tht> lllt'l'linJC nt 
whiCh the. Council took tbts resolutiOn state that ~be questton to be dtwiolt>d is,••lll'tlll't ),ithuuni11 

· ~as ~he ~fht to be represented o~ the .c.ouncil '?n t~ Ol'l'asion . , : Th~> 1411111e Minnlt•• 
contmue. It seems probable. t~at, m addition to Ltt~uarua, other l'ountnt-R ma:y n1akt' a ~imilnr 
re.quest, an~ for t~at. reason 1t lS better for an enqmry to be mad!' and a dl'd•ton tnhn whil'!t 
will apply m all stmtlar cases.' 

• • • 
"The Committee decided, in the first place, to examine the prinl'ipl•·~ guvl'rniuJl tl ... 

qu~:~stio~, and on this matter its findings are as follows : 

" The rules for the execution of the Minorities Treat.il'• and I>eclarationM may bl' dh·iolt•d 
into two classes. Some are established by the Council on its own authority. Ot lwr~ rt•«Jilin· t.I1P 
concurrence of the States concerned. 

" 1. The first class includes deciMions taken by the Coum·il t,o detPrmine Uw J•rOI'l'tlur .. 
whereby it exercises the powers conferr('d upon it by the TreatiPs and De«•lamHonM : to 
det.ermine the competence of the Secretary-General of the Ll'ugue of Nations in t.hf:l Qlll'MI ion : 
and to determine the conditions for the receivability of petitionM. 

" These decisions are of a general character, and relate to the working of Ll'llJlllf' mat•hin.,ry, 
in a given sphere. They cannot therefore be regarded as raising a question' ~J>N•ially af(PI'!inll' 
a Member of the J,eague within the meaning of Article 4, paragraph II, of tlw Cu\'I'IIIU>t. I lt•nt·e, 
in so far as these decisions are concerned, the Council is nmll'r no obli~ratinn t,o invit11 l'ltalt•M 
subject to min01'ity obligations 1 to be represented. 

"2. The second class of rules includes those which involve the perform1m«·., by th" 
States concerned of act;s not covered by the Minoritills Treaties and Declamtions and, gent•r••IIY 
speaking, all rules affecting the legal situation as sanctioned by these Treatil's and IJP«·h~rRtionM. 
These rules require the agreement of the Council and of the StRtes roncern~rt. . 

"This was the case with the Council's resolution of June 27th, 1921, whwh dt•10la 1nth thl' 
procedure to be adopted in regard to p~:~titions concerning the protection of minoritit•a re.,t•iv•:'' 
'from petitioners other than Members of the League of Nations', This resolution layH down, m 
particular, that these petitions shall be communicated. t~ the ~tales. com·ernPd a.n~ that thll 
latter shall be bound to inform the Secretary-General wtthm a ~ve!l tliDe wh('ttwr.lt m!-"~tiM to 
make any observations on the subject. If so. that State ts g~ven anothPr hme·ht?ut fur 
submitting such observations. The resolut.ion of June 27th, 19~1: expl'l'ssl.Y statt•M that Jt ~~all 
be communicated to those States which have accepted the provtswns relatmg to tbP prot('(·tmn 

l Document C.98.1929.V. . . btt · k -d 
~ 1 It is understood that the special interesta mentioned m. ArtJd~ •· para~apb ~·. "'"Y . u~vo •. 

when the Council is called u on to take a decision in connectiOn With a •pcc.dtc p<'lllton, •u~re tn tin• 
caoe it ia a question not of alopting rules for the e;"ecution of Minoritif'o Treaties and D.-·larat ~~>111 but or 
applying these Trenti~s and Declarations t~ a partwular eaSP.· 
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of minorities and tlu\t they shall be asked to say whether they wish the same pro~e~~ to_be 
made appli1·aule to them. In point of fact, the States concerned responded to this IDVItatwn 
by giving their I'Onsent. · . . 

1 .. On that occasion therefore the Council, as nonnally composed, gave Its decisiOn, and 
once its decision was t~ken the Council submitted it for acceptance to the States bound by 
minority obligat.ious. '!'his ~wthod is in conformity with the provisions which are ~ontained in 
the ~linorities Trl'aties and Declarations and relate to the amendment of tho~e mstruments. 

" Proceeding to the t.wo questions on which it has bee.n consulted, the Comnuttee ~otes that 
t.he text of the proposal mentioned above under (b) IS not yet known. Ac~ordingly, the 
Committee can only prononn<'Al in respect of the proposal by the representative of Canada 
ment.ioned under (a). . . · 

" The Committee is of opinion that in some respects th1s proposal I_s not covered by the 
Treu.tics and 1\Iinoritios Declarations. It aims, for example, at compellmg the Government.s 
concerned to forward cert.ain communicat.ions at the request of the petitioner, and establish~>s 
new rules for the examination of petitions by the Counl'il. · 

" The Commit.tee must therefore conclude that this proposal involves rules which require 
a!!Teement between the Council and the States concerned. There would be two parties to such 
a;; a!!l'eement- the Council and the State bound by minority obligations. For the purpose of 
reaching its own decision the Connell will act without enlarging its nor~al co~~osition ; the 
States bound by minorities obligations will not be represented. Once Its demswn has been 
ta.ken. the Counril will communicate it to these States for t.heir acceptance. 

(Signrd) Jllassimo PILOTTI. 
C. BOTELLA. 
N. ITO. 

Cecil J. B. HURST." 

U. Trruu.-:~co Knid t.hat be had not had the time to do more than make a rapid examination 
of the rt~port. lie realised, however, the importance of the work which had been done. 
He would make certt\in observations, and, if account were taken of them, he would not oppose 
t.he adoption of the report. · 

In the first place, when the jurists' report referred to decisions as coming within the first 
clasH, and mentioned " the conditions for the receivability of petitions ", this expression 
should be understood in the light of the report of Senator 'l'ittoni, dated October 20th, 1920, 
by the terms of which a petition was to be regarded as a mere source of information, which 
could not have the effect of legally submitting the matter to the Council and of inducing its 
intervention. The report also emphasised the fact that there could be· no " plaintiffs " in 
the question. 

Secondly, the resolution of June 27th. 1921, had only been quoted in the jurists' report 
as an example. It was clearly understood that any changes in the procedure already laid 
down, apart from the Treaties, by the Council in the interests of Inin01ities and introduced 
as a result of other Cotml'il resolutions -a procednre which ('.ould not operate without the 
consent of the States possessing minorities -fell within the second class, for they implied 
.. the perforn~ance by the Stat.es concerned of acts not covered by the }Iinorities Treaties 
and Dechuatwns and, 1/:enerally speaking, all rules affecting the legal situation as sanctioned 
by these Treatil's and Declarations ". 

In the third place, he did not think it would be advisable to lay down the rigid rule that, 
wh~n. t.he consent o~ th~ signatOI:"Y States was. neeessary " for the purpose of reaching its own 
declSI_on, .t~e Co~ncll. will ~ct Without enlargmg Its normal composition. The States bound 
b~ mmoritiCs _oblig~twns will not be represented. Once its decision has been taken, the Council 
:Will c?mmurucate It to thos~ States for their acceptance." The case Inight indeed arise 
Ill ~;hiCb St.ates. ":ould ha:ve 1mpor.t~nt observations to ma.ke which, if made in time, might 
asKist t.he Councilm rearhmg a demswn. It might also be that the procedure propo~ed would 
make the acceptance of the St.ates concerned more difficult to obtain. . 

1 _Unlike the other States concerned Poland and Czechoslovakia were in t.hia case represented on the 
Coun<il, but only because they had submitted proposals to the Council The latter discussed these 
propoMls and th~ two States straightaway Hpreseed their agreement. · 
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Be thought, therefore, that the Council should lr.~p its f~dom of a··t· 1 
hil t opposing the adopt· f th · · • · ~· wn. n any t'l\llt• w e no . ton o e lllrl!'ts report, he wished to state that it roultl in n~ 

way constitute a precedent to be used agamst States possessing minoritiPs oblil(ations. 

l\1. ZALESKI fully associated himself with t.he observations of M. Titulesl'o. 

M. ZAUNIUS said that he had read with '""'at int.el't'st the -port of th ... 'tt r . hi h th C il h d . .,._ . ·~ e 'unum t'l' II 
Jurtsts, w c e ounc. a l;'PPOmted to examme the question whl'ther l.ithuamia t•oultl 
legally send a rep!esentat1ve t~ s1t on. the. ~onnt:il, und.er the terms of Artil'le 4 of thP t'o\'Nmnt 
whel:l the q_uest10ns concermng ~ont1~s, m wht<'h the Lithuanian Oon•rnnlt'nt , 118 parttcularly mterested, were under dtscusston. . 

. Be. h~d been glad of the opportunity ~f explaining the point of vi1•w of his Oon•rnmi'Ht 
to the J~lSts, and he thanked that Comm1ttee for having listened to him. Nevl'rtlwh•sll, hi' 
most pomt out that he would have been particularly glad if instt>ad of being lwaml hy tht~ 
Committee, he had had an opportunit.Y of taking part in its work. l'l'rhnpa, bnd Mtll'h a 
procedure been followed, a report nught have been <lrawn UJl 1rhi1·h woultl have bt.,.11 
ona~mously act:epted. Unfortunately, that ":as not the ca•e. lie wa• compl'lh•d to nmlw 
certain observatiOns on the report whiCh led h1m to the conclusiou that it would be tlil!it•ult 
for him to accept it. 

The report mentioned two classes of questions. In regard to one of them it was muiut.ain ... t 
that the Council could act alone, without the consent of the Statl's t'Onl'erued. ll. Znunin• 
thought that the difficulty lay in the definition of that class of que•lions. Ill' l'nnhl not 
support the definition of that class given by the Committee, for he thought it la•·king in 
precision. The report also mentioned decisions of a general chnracter as belonging to the •·h••• 
of decisions which the Council could take alone. 

The fact that the decisions were general in character could not be 11o reason fur allowing 
the Council to take them alone. On the contrary. the fa<"t that a number of ~tatt>s might 
be affected by a particular decision did not make that det·ision of the Council It·•• impnrtant 
for the States concerned. Account should also be taken of the fact that the l(l•nt•ral 1h•l'i•ionM 
might have quite a different effect according to the State to which th~>y were applit•d 

The report was based on the view that the Council asketl the States to take part In II• 
discussions when it thought that there was something of partil'ular inter~>Mt to t hl'm. lie 
regretted that he was unable to support this view, which could not be justifil'd by the f.t>rmM 
of the Covenant. Article 4, paragraph 5, merely stated that the l:ltate conrt'rurd was a•klod 

· to sit on the Council when it discussed a quest-ion of particular intt'reMt to t.hat State. 'l'h•• 
Covenant of the League of Nations did not make the pnrtidp11otion of that State In the work 
of the Council dependent on any conditions except the condition that it was sperially int.f'ft'Mtl'ol 
in the matter. The Coven11ont was also careful to refrain, Rnd this was intent.aonal, from 
subordinating the participation of the State in the work of the Couucil to reco~'IJilinn hy tho 
other States on the Council of the legitimate nature of its interest. It w~s cll•ar that t.he !:!tate 
itself was the only fully qualified judge of it.s interest.s, when the questwn of tho•l' mtere•t·• 
arose. This was incontestably true. . · . . 

Consequently, in the case of Article 4, para~,'raph 5, of the Covenant·~ would be daf!wult, 
unless there were express stipulations to the contrary, to depart from th1a rule and to l(l'ant 
to any other State or even to the Council of the League, the right to judge wheth1•r a particular 
State was, or w~ not, actually interested in a question. 

The part to be played by the Council in the. c:.'se of Article 4, paragraph 1>, :waa nut, 
therefore, to justify the admission, or th~ non·adm1s~wn, o_f the State. concerned to sa~ on ~l~e 
Council when the Council discussed questiOns of parttcular mterest to it. It was the {o~nul • 
duty mei·ely to take note of the stateme~t made to it by a State to the effect th11t 1t :"'"" 
specially interested in a particular quest10n. Such a statement :was all th11ot waa ~eqlllrl'd 
to establish that State's right to become a Ml'mber of the Conned when that qu~>Kt,Jon wa~ 
discussed. - · D 1 • · , 

Moreover it might perhaps be argued that., in all the Treat1eK or ec ara~J~JilM com·emllll( 
minorities, th~ interested States had accepted a c!au~~e autho~sing. the Co!'ncJ.l .to ~~ettl~ tlu• 
procedure which it considered appropriate and effective for the .di~co!IIIJOn of mmont1e~ queotu~n~. 
~I. Zannins wished therefore to point out that any contradiCtiOn bet!l'een the P?lllt of View 
of his Government and the clause of the minorities declarations to wbu'h he had JUMt ref1•rrl'll 
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was only apparent, tor it would be absolutely wron~ to. int.erpret this. clause ~s givin~ ~he 
the Coundl a tree hand t.o establish the procedure which 1t thought adVIsable, Wlthout giVlDg
the interested countries the opportunity of helping to settle that procedure or even of knowing 
what that procedure was. It was under t.he auspices of the Cov~nant t~at the declarations 
protecting minorities had been made, and the referel!ce to ~he Coul!cll of the League of 
X ations " in the Minorities Treaties should also be read m the light of Artwle 4 of the Covenant 
which established the right of the interested countries to be represented on the Coul!cil. 

This interpretation of the minorities obligations was, he thought, also adnutted in 
t.heJ'urists' report, for they agreed that any change of procedure to be adopted must necessarily 
be ecided upon with the help of the States which might be affected by that change. 

He had one final observation to make. lie willingly agreed that thete were questions 
in regard to which the Council could take no decision binding upon other States ~thout their 
eonsent. The jurist.s' Committee had agreed that this was the case. Unhappily, however, 
it drew a concluHion which certainly came as a surprise to him. The Committee said that 
certain questions- even questions on the agenda of this session of the Council- were, so to 
•peak, beyond its competence. To deal with them, the consent of St.ates not ordinarily 
Members of the Council would have to be obtained. However, to :M. Zaunius' great 
astonishment, the Council decided not to ask those States to be represented but to settle the 
questions in their absence, and later to submit its decision for their approval. 

lie wished to emphasise the fact that this point should be vey closely examined, for such a 
pro<'.edure, in his view, would merely lead to the creation of an unfortunate situation, both for 
the Council and for the State affected by its decision. He thought that, having regard to the 
stipulations of the Covenant, such a position might create difficulties for a State which received 
an ultimatum calling upon it to accept or refuse a particular situation. This would be 
particularly unfortunate for a State desirous of co-operating with the League of Nations. 

He wished to point out another difficulty. Obviously, the position of a State was very 
different, according as to whether it was faced by a decision in which it had taken no part, 
or whether it was faced by a decision to which it had been able to contribute. 

He had no further observations to make on the report of the jurists. He regretted not 
to be able to agree with the previous representative's arguments or with his conclusions. 
lie asked the Council not to accept the report and stated that his Government reserved the 
right to reopen the quest.ion at an appropriate moment before the competent institutions. 

The PRESIDENT agreed with the first two proposals of M. Titulesco. He thought, however, 
that, in view of the fact that the Council's decision would be of great importance for the future, 
the third P?int could be more clearly defined. When the question arose of calling upon the 
repr~s~ntat1ve of 11: particular .Power to sit ?n the Council, it was not for the purpose of 
obtammg explanatiOns from h1m. ExplanatiOns could be obtained from anyone even. from 
outside persons. To sit on the Council meant to take part in its discussions to .;ote and to 
possess the same powers as all the other Members of the Council. The fact therefdre that 
~ Stat.e mig~t be called. upon to. furnish the nec.es~ary information did not ~ a conseq~ence 
Imply that 1t had the nght to s1t o? the Council m acc?rdance with .Article 4, paragraph 5, 
of the Cov:enant. He thoul{ht that, m the last part of h1s proposal, :M. Titulesco had moved 
from one 1dea to the other. 

M. TITlJLEI!CO pointed out that his proposals were elastic. 

The PRESIDEN~ d?ubted whether anything elastic really provided a sure foundation. 
He thou~~t that th1s difference should be emphasised, for he had considerable doubts about 
t.he el~t1mty. He "!ould not e~clude it. On the contrary, he would make it still more elastic 
whe~ ~t was a queRtJOn of hearmg the views of a Power. He would limit it, however, to the 
proYJRions of the Covenant (which the Council could not amend), when it was a question of 
•·alling upon ~he representative of ~ Power to sit on the Council with the right to vote in 
accordance w1th the terms of .Article 4. ' 

H.e thought that ~he op~ion submitted by the jurists corresponded to the stipulations 
!>f Artwle 4. That art1cle pomted out that a State must have 'a special interest in a question 
m order to be represented: He d.J:ew particular attention to the word "special ", for el"er-r 
Power possessed a general mtereRt m all that the Council discussed. The Council represented 
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the general interests of all Powers, evt'n tho8l' who were not on the found! Th · . • 
however, why all States should be allowt>d to sit on the Council · •n a.~ no I\ ""on, 

He thought, therefore, that, though the Council could if ~--A8.:...,. h tl · 
1 'h. ·h h d art' I . t ' ~~ "-'. t'lll' It\ \'11''11'8 0 Powers w w .a a P Icu a~ m erest at stake, the Council all normally l'on t'tut 

1 
. 

nevertheless entitled to deal With the matter. s 1 '" 11 a• 

;\1. ':i'ITUJ,ESG? said that ~t was not bt>cause the Prt••ident had statt>tl that hia thirtl 
observati?n c~nt~med an e~astic proposal tb~t. he dt>sired once more to aoltln·•• 1 he {'oundl. 
althoug:b m his VI.ew a cert~ amount of elastiCity was esst'ntinl for those 1<ho wi.<ht>d to 

1
•0 ,·1'r 

great distances Without fatigue. He t~ought, howevt>r, that thl' obsl'rvations of the I'rt••iolt•nt 
were cover~d by the formul~ he had h1~~el( proposed. He bad maintaint>d that tht' l'omu·il 
must r~m~m the mast~r _of ~ts own dec1s10ns: H~ took the view that the formula J>ropoot•d 
by tho JUrists was too ng~d, m the sense that It pomted out that the dt•d•iun must in tht> firo~ 
instance, be taken by the Council and that. it ml!st thPD be submit It'd to the sign~t.ory ~t.nh•• 
for necept.ance. Th1~ was p~>rhaps !". po8sible vu•w. hut it. wn• too ri!dd. 

But there ":as ano.the~ alternative - nam~>!Y• that the signatory Stall.'s should at ont-e l~t• 
called upon to g~ve their VIews, because these m•ght often be of grt>at n•e to the Coundl anti 
wo~ld thus make the aceeptance of its decis!on _the easier. ~ith that auhtlt•ty of mind for 
which he coud never express too much admuahon, the Prt>sidt>nt maintained thKt thia w11• 

indet>d the case, but that it was possible for a representative to sit on the Council in a douhlll 
capacity, either with the right to vote or merely with the right to make hii viewa knuwn. 
This proved that there were thrt>e possible ways of interpreting the eln•tic formula 11· hil'l1 
M. Titulesco had moved: (1) a simple decision to be communicat~·d to the StattJa conllt'rnt•d for 
their acceptance ; (2) an appeal to the States conct>rned, granting them the ril(ht to vote ; 
(3) an appeal to the States concernt>d with the mere right to express their viewa. 

The reason why he had made his observations was in order not to prt•judge the qn•·•tinn 
as far as the future was concerned in any direction whatever. He tholij(ht, therefore, that tlw 
Council could accept the report of the juri,ts ; but, aa far as he was conl't>rnt>d, he could llt't'I'J>t. 

_it subject only to the observations which he had made. His conc,Jusion waa thnt a J>reo·c•dt•nt 
could not be creat.ed to the prejudice of States posses•ing minoritit>s ohligationa. 

Sir Austen CHAMBERLAIN said that there was one ob•ervation made by the honuuruhh• 
representative of Lithuania on which he would like to make a brief comnwnt. If he ri~:htly 
understood him, M. Zaunius had propounded the claim that any country whil'h dt•clurPd it1wlf 
an interested party was sole judge of its interest, and that the Council was obligPd, by fi'IIKnn 
of its having made that claim, at once to admit it ~o sit and ~elihe~te aa a Mllmlll'r of ~~~~~ 
Council for. that purpose. Sir Austen felt thnt th1s was a claim which would be do••trudn·., 
of the authority of the Council and, indeed, of its capacity for work, and he W1ahed at 11'1U1t to 
express his own opinion that it was not only the right bot the duty o.f the <.;ouncil to rPIIIlrve to 
itself the determination in each case of whether there was that particular mterest on ~he purt 
of any State which would give that State a right. to sit and deliberate on that quPatwo aa 11 

Member of the Council. 

M. ZAUNIUS said that the representative of Great Britain hnd fully undel'lltood th~ view• 
which he had put forward. It was not by mere c~ance_ that the !orm~la announcmg tb" 
despatch of a Lithuanian representative had been stnctly m conformity w1th the te.rm• of the 
.Covenant when it stated that that person would rep':t's~nt Lit~u~nia on the Connell. It wa• 
quite understood that that representation should be withm the hm1ta of Artu·le ~. aa e•tnhh•hed 
or interpreted by the competent organs of the Le.ague. . . !led_ but 

Lithuania might have one opinion-the one, m fact, whiCh he had JUMt expre• . 
that opinion need not necessarily be shared by all Statesl\Ie!Dbers. of the LeagueL. {.t 011!'ht 00 
of advantaae to draw up a final ruling on the point under discus•wn. AM far.aA Jt ~aT: " 811 

concerned, tt appeared neither dang!lrous ~or d~truc~~t; from the poinJeli!:::!~~~!.~i:n, f~':j~ 
and of the Council to accept the Lithuaman VIew. IS was a very .1 1 could not 
concerned fixing the. limits of the competence of~ Assem~lytn!o!!~eu':r':3c!~r~. Jo'urther: 
however, be maintamed that the Assembly h!'d n una e ~ !'cation of rule~~ but the 
as was invariably the case in the. Covenant, It wEas 110~1 t~:e 8~~t .:Ci~b he bad ju•t uplained 
co-operation of Statl's which achieved results. vt>n 1 ~ 
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to the Council had been accepted-a fact ~hi_ch he do:ubted aft~r having_ listened to the obKe.r
vations of the r!'presentative of Great Britam-he did n~t thmk th~t It woul~ h_ave led m 
prActice to an unfortunate result. On the contrary, the fJI~al conclusiOn o_f _the Junsts seemed 
to him to show that it was much more dangerous to admit that the deCisiOn. of t~e Council 
might not bind other States. He thought that there was one ~rgument contamed m the last 
paragraph of the conclusions of the jurists which was strongly m favour of the theory he had 
put forward. 

The PRE~IDENT said rthat the Council was asked to decide upon the report of the 
Committee of Jurists with the explanations whkh he had given after hearing the observations 
made to the Council. 

The repwt of the jurists was adopted. 

12. INSERTIO~ 0~ THE COUNCIL AGENDA OF A PE'l'ITION FROM THIRTY-FOUR 
PEHSONS, OF RUSSIAN ORIGIN, LIVING IN LITHUANIA, CONCERNING 
TilE CONFISCATION OF THEIR LANDS UNDER THE LITHUANIAX 
AGRARIAN RE:FORM LAW OF FEBRUARY 15TH, 1922. 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE FIFTY-SIXTH SESSION OF THE COUNCIL--MEETING HELD 
ON SEPTEMBER 6TH, 1929. 

M. Voldemaras, representative of Lithuania, came to the Council table. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • 0 0 0 • 0 • • • • • • • • • 

1\I. VOLDEMARAS.- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . There was, however, unother aspect of the question which could not 

be estimated in money-namely, the legal aspect. M. Voldemaras had come before the Council 
with the definite object of defending the law, for, if law were to be paramount in all 
international relations, its preferred place was to be found at the Council table. It was because 
he was convinced that questions of law would always receive consideration at the Council 
table that M. Voldernaras ventured to recall the circumstances of the case. 

The Council or Members of the League had received a request signed by thirty-four persons 
of Russian origin who alleged that, as a minority in Lithuania, their national rights had been 
injured by the agrarian reform which had been brought about in Lithuania as a result of the 
law passed by the Constituent Assembly in 1922. 

The Committee presided over by the Finnish representative, M. Procope, had had this 
request before it and had asked the Lithuanian Government for information. Before commu
nicating that information, the Lithuanian Government had thought that it was entitled to 
examine the nature of its obligations to the Council and had reached the conclusion that the 
requPst made to it was not in" order. 

On December 15th, 1920, the League As~embly had passed a resolution whicli was as 
follows: 

" In the event of Albania, the Baltic and Caucasian States being admitted to the 
Leagu~, t~e Assembly ~qu~s.ts that t~ey should tf}-ke the necessary measures to enforce 
the prm~Iples of the MmontieB Treatws and that they should arl'ange with the Council 
the details required to carry this object into effect." 

This was the basis upon which the Lithuanian Government's undertltking had been 
contracted. 

Later, Art.icle _9 of the declaration contained in the report adopted by the Council on 
:May 12th, 1922, laid down the following provision: 
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" Any M~mber of the ColJ.!lcil of ~he League of Nat ions shall have the ri •ht to brin, 
to the attention of the Council any infraction or dan"""r of 1"nf-nt1·0 n r 1: r h 1: . ul t" d th C "I h .,~ ·~ o anv o t ,,,.._ st1p a 10ns, an e ounm may t ereupon take such action and give 8 h d · ·t · 
it may deem proper and effective in the circumstances." · IW Il't'( 

1011 
RK 

:M. Vol~em~ras laid particular st~ss on the words " in the cin>mnstam,..~ ". Thf.'y Kil(nifil'<i 
tha~ no oblig~t10n had bee~ entered mto as to procedure. The Members of the Count•il wt•n• 
ent1tled to bl'l:ng the question before. the CounciL It was for the Council to dN•ide 118 to thl' 
proce~ure. which sh~uld b_e ado~ted m each case. That right had been exton•isl'd in similar 
quest1~ns. m connectiOn ~~h cla1ms made by p~ivate ptorsons who aliPI!Pd that on~'> or nnotlwr 
of t_hell nghts had ~een InJured. In 1926, for mstance, the Council had been cnlll'<i upon to 

· dee~de on the questiOn of procedure. The Rapporteur had been the distinguisht>d l'rt'•i•h•nt 
of the present Assembly, M. Guerrero. A Committee of Jurists had been s••t up llllll ufh•r 
studying the question, had advanced the following opinion : ' ' 

. "No denu;'lciation or. c~~pl~int coming from public or private p••r•ons not invt••h•d 
With the peculiar responsibility 1m posed upon States and Governmf.'nts by the toxt•rl'ist> nf 
sovereignty can be laid before the Council." 

Later, the report ?f the ~urists had recommended the diplomatic proredure to be udoph••l 
- nam~ly, that t_h~ L1thuaruan Government should be approached, that the question shuuhl 
be studied, an opm10n formed and the matter brought before the Council or abandont>d. 

The report by the jurists had been adopted by the Council, and Lithuania had h••lit•VI'tl 
herself entitled to ask that it should be applied in this concrete case-that was to say, she luul 
desired, as in other matters, that no private plaintiffs should apJKiar bt>fore the Coundl, but 
that any accusation should be formulated by a ~[ember of the Council on its own reMpon•ihilit y. 
It was only in this manner that the Lithuanian Government could be requil"1'd to rl'ply to Mlll'h 
a charge. 

The Council was now confronted with a private complaint upon which no nwmber uf t hto 
Council had expressed his personal opinion. In the report submitt1.1d by the repre•entativt•• 
of the three Powers which had asked that the question should be plact>d on the agenda, it WIIH 

stated that those three Powers were obliged to base their request solllly on the rom plaint il•t•U, 
as they had no other sources of information. . . . 

As M. Voldemaras had just indicated, the qu!'stion, considered from ~he ~ntenal pu~ut uf 
view, was quite insignificant, but everybody realised that in small questtons tt wa" t'IIMII•r '" 

- defend the law as such. 
The Lithuanian Government believed that a regulation which conKiMtl'd in di•r•·gar•liu~e 

rules was not sufficient. It was for that reason that, in the previous year, wh11n ICI'Dtlflll 
questions relating to minorities had been raised in the Council, the Litbuaniun Unverunwnt. 
had been the first to offer its co-operation, and had inform~d the Coun~il of. its w•llmgno•• to 
take part in the discussion of questions which intert>sted 1t keenly, smce 1t had cuntru<'lf'll 
cert-ain minority engagements. . . 

The Council had chosen another road. It was therefore nut the fuult of ~he Ltth.uunn~u 
Government if it observed the formalt>ngagements into which it had entered wtth the ( ""111

'
11• 

without considering modifications in which it had taken no pnrt. . 
One further point to emphasise was the fact that theMe engagements, as had bPt'~ ret•ul(ru••·d 

by the Committee of Jurists were unilateral engagements, not only as regarda thmr ronlt•nt•, 
but also in form. They did not constitute an intern!! tiona! treaty,_ but fnrmcd a dl't·l:~ut "I~ 
which had been read before the Council and of whn·h the Connell bud ~aken note. n t ; 
declaration itself however to which the Council bad given its assent, prov!Hton ha~ JM,t·~. ~"" " 
for an interpretation which was intended to result in rules which woul~ be IC~'.0"ru / vu 11 

• , 1 
Nobody, therefore, could justifiably feel r~sent~ent if the .Ltthu~~tan e '0~:~f~~~'n 

dPmanded that its engagements should be apph~d 10 the fo":' Jn 
8 
~~~~/~Jrn 11 ( 'uunl"il 

contracted · whereas in the annual report the questiOn was p~esen e a 1 1 . huania 
res?lution dated October 25th, 192(}--a resolutld·on ht~k:~hw;tho~trytheh::t~~\!n :;,1ue•tt'fi 
wh1ch was not then a :Member of the League, an w tc a co 
to execute when it.was.admit~d to the L~ague. 11 1 no intere•t--the h•l(ul a•J""'' •tnntl 

That was why m this questJOn--{)therWise a ma · er u 
out very clearly.· 

• • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • 0 • • 

• • 0 • • • • 
• • 0 0 • • • • 

...... 



• .. fiN''TE~ OF 1'HE .FIFTY-EIGHTH SESSION OF 1'HE COUNCIL-M•··.E1.1NG EXTRACT JIROM 1'HF: iT ~ u r 

HEI.D ON JANUARY 15TH, 1930. 

~1. Zaunius, representative of Lithuania, came. to the Coucil table. 

)1. .ADATCJ made the following statement : 1 

The Council has received my report (Annex). on this. question, dated Dec~mber 27th, 1929, 
containing a number of comments on the varwus pomts o_f pro~dure rarsed by M. Volde. 
maras on behalf of the Lithuanian Government at the CounCil sessiOn on September 1929 . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. • • • 0 ••••• 0 •••••••••••• . ... 

In view of this latest communication from the Lithuanian <?overnment,• I ~ee no point in 
the Council's discussing my report of Decemb.er 27th, 1929, whrch should, I thmk, simply be 
append«>d to the Minut~R of the present meetm~r. 

• • • • • 0 • • • 0 • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • 0 

l\1. PrwcoPE said that, as Chairman of the Committee of Three which had examined the 
question, he desired first to express to the representative of Japan, who had acted as Rapporteur 
his high appreciation of the report communicated to the Council. That report dealt with th~ 
question in a thorough, clear and well-informed manner, and approved the procedure adopt~d 
by the Committe!' of Three. · 
••••••• 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • •••••••••••••••• 0 •• 

Mr. DALTON associated himself with what had been said by the representative of Finland. 
He also desirt>d to compliment the Rapporteur upon the very clear and careful way in which 
he had set out the detai!J! of a complicated case, whieh had been before the Council for some 
c•onsiderable time. 

M. GRANDI assoeiated himself . 
}'inland. 

with the declarations of the representative of 

The cotwlusions of the Rt~ppcn-tc"r'a statement <cere approt·ecl. 

)1. Zaunius withdrew. 

Annex. 

EXTRACT FROM THE REPORT BY THE REPRESENTU'IVE OF JAPAN. S 

• • • • • 0 0 • • • • • 0 .• . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
II. 

• • • • • 0 

b ~efore entering _upon the ra~sed q~estions in the petition before us, I consider it essential to 
~~~ !!lit to the Councrlsome cons1deratwns as to the points of procedure raised by M. Voldemaras 
Ill his. statement on Septer:nber 6th, 1929. M. Voldemaras himself emphasised this aspect of the 
quest~ on,. and I am convmCt>d that the Council will agree that it deserves the most careful 
exanunatJOn. 

1 Document C.711.1930.I. 
:-;, .•• ;::: 3/t~:~~u)~nal, February 1930, page 185 (Am ... x ll95a to the Miuut .. s of the Fifty-eighth 

1 
Annex 11115 to the ~linntPs of the Fifty-•iuhth SeoMion of th c ··1 

~ e otulH . 
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A. With rt>ference to the req1u•st for inform·1tion nuule b. h • · 

·Lithuanian Government., M. Voldemarasstated that nfterexam·r . ) t l' lumnuttt ... to tht> 
to the Council, his Government " had rea<'hed the c~nelu•i~n· th' 'tmthl! tht> nature uf its u~•li).'llt iu~• 

11 e fl'<JIW•t was nut m <mlt•r ·. 
1. It is first neeessary to clear up any mi~understaudin 1 · ·h · , 

:II. Voldemaras' reference to the stipulation in Artie! 9 I! w 11
' nu~:ht l>t> •·uust•d by 

)lay 12th, 1922, for the Protection of Minorities to the :rree~'t~~~ :Llthuunmn llt'<•lumtiun u( 

" Any member of the Coundl of 'the League of Xati ·h n h · 
to the attention of the Council any infractiun or dan"~:8

0f8 1.
1

1

1

11 "1n• th<'1n~:ht to brin~: 
t . I t• d tl C ·1 ' ,.. · rut• 1011, o 1111\' ul tht•st~ s 1pu a wns, an · 1e ounm may thereupon tuke such a<·tiun 11nd ,·v • ·h r :. · · 

may deem proper and l'!fective in t-he circumstan<'l's . ., I: I " • 
11

' 
1 

Itt< t run "" II 

. :\1._ Voldemaras iuterpr~ts the words." in t!re cirt·umstant·l'•" us si~:nifvinl( that .. 
1111 

?.l~h~atwn has been ~ntered '!Ito (by the L1thuamun Gonrnmt>nl) as to prtll't'<inn• .. und thut 
1t IS f~r .t~e Coun.c1l to demde. as to the procedure whit·h should be uduptt>d in ,., ... h ''""'' ", 

.-\11 poss1bthty of nnsunde~standmg disappears, hOWI'VI'r, if a cl<•ar distitwtion is m:ull' lwlw•·••n 
the. ~en~ral proc~dure, la1d .down ~y the Council for tll'aling with pt•tilion• with 11 \'i<•w to 
fac1l~tatmg the d1sclu~rge of 1ts du~1es under the 1\IinoriliPH 'l'rt>alit>s and Ut•duration•, 111111 tht• 
speCI~l procedure, whwh .the Cou.nml may consider moijt suitable lor thl' st>ttl<•m••nt of 111w l(iwn 
questiOn. subm1tted to 1t. It I~ only necessary to r('ad the passat:l' fmm th~> I.illiuuniun 
DeclaJ'atwn quoted above, to whiCh M. Voldemaras reft>r•, to r~ali•e that tht> l(lll'•t inn ht•re at 
'""ue !s not the gen.eral proce~ure, but ~nly the n.u~asures the ('ouncil may d•••·i<ll' to tak1• for tlw 
solution of any g1ven 9uest10n submlttl'd. to 1t. On the other hand, tlw point rui•••d by 
)1. Voldemaras t·oncernmg the req1~est ~or mfornu.tion regardinl( a !Wtitinn manif•••tly J'l•luh•• 
to the general procedure, whose obJeCt •~. as ~tated, to ns•i•t the ComwillliHI it• nwntb•·•·• in 
I'Wrcising tlwir rights und also in dischnrg"ing th•~ir obligations in r<'J:->11'11 to the pruh••·tinn of 
minorities. I feel therefore justified in stat.ing that 1\1. V old~>lllllr:ls' reft•rl'm·e to Art il'l•• II nl tlw 
J.ithuanian Dl'claration is not ba•Pd on a corr('d inll'rpt·Ptation of it• provi•ion•. 

2. It appears from 1\1. Voldemaras' stat.Pment that the fl'a•nn why tlw J.ithuaniun 
Govl'rnmcnt rl'gards the request for information as out of ordt•r i• that it. tl•••i•·•·• to <·m•lin•• 
itself to the positive engagements which it had contral'IPd with thl' l'ounl'il" wit hunt •·unsitlt·•·inl( 
modifications in which it had taken no part··. l\I. Voldl'mar:ls no douht inh·ntlt·•l In i1nply 
by these words that the Lithuanian Governnwnt dol's not con•idt•r it•••lf bmuul hy tht• vu•·ion• 
resolutions of the Council and the Assembly relat.inl( to prOl·t'durl'. lt i• important I hat I •lu.nltl 
make myself perfectly clear on this point. 

In accordance with thl' existing procedm·e, the &>t·l·etary-O<•nNal forwurtl• t•H•r.v [lt't it inn 
declared to be" receivable •· to the Government concerned for" any oh-.•rvatiun• it may "i•h 
to make". Moreover, during the examination of a question by a :\linoriti<•~ ('ununittt•t• it ullt•n 
happens that the latter unofficiully asks the Governml'nt eoncern~d, I'll lwr fur ntltht umal 
information, when it has already submitted ih observation•, or for 1ts oh•ervut1u11H wlll'n-;
as in this case- it has not yet done so. It i• true that l\1. Vohlemaras only r•·l••rrt•d 111 h•• 
statements to the Committee's retJUest for informationund not t~ th~ forward.ml( ul tlw )'••I 111011 
to his Government for observations. I should therefore be JUHtlfu•d, strwtly "l"'ak1111-:, Ill 
<·onfining my remarks to the definite point of the Committee's ri'<JUPst for i11formatiu':'; lout,_"" 
the forwarding of the pl'tition for observations has al•o hl'l'n objl't·IP<l to h.v thP L1thuauw11 
Government, L think it bettl'r to deal with this point also. 

(a) The forwarding of the pt•tition to.the Goverm~wnt t·om·ern•:d dtli'K n:•t, Hlridl~· •l"''.'kin~. 
<·onstitut.e a r1,qul'st- for information, but 1s rathl'r des1gned ~o furmsh the t.overnnu n.t '."''" ~~~ 
opportunity of submitting its observations for commumt·atwn to the Memlwrs of tlu I ·~•null, 
togethl'r with the petition. It is, however, understood that the Governnwnt ''""':"~rwd '" fr•:•· 
to reply that it doPs not intend t.o make any observations, in whi••h ca•e the J!l•lllwn alulll\'" 
submit.ll'd to the Jllembl'rs of the ('omwil. This communieatwn takes phu·e Ill Vlrflll' of I "' 
resolution ~f .January 27th, 19:!1, the last paragraph of whieh Iars down_ )h'\' the,,.~!,!',~;; 
concNned shall be informed of the dPcision taken and Mkl'd w~..tlwr they"'" 1 t ll'.l>r. . . · 
laid <!own in that resolution to be appli<'d to thl'm: As Lithnama had not, at that. t.11 ~1 ~· ~:~i7,•: 
any und!'rtakings rl'g,1r!ling the protl'ction of mmurlttPII, she had no ll)')'0 rfllllll) ' l.i g 
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h<'r uprrss cunH«>nt to this proi'AJdure, but the belief tha.t she ~ad ta<itly ac.C«>pted it is. all the 
more jn•tilied 98, since the coming into force of the L1thu.a~1an DeclaratiOn concernmg the 
Prot«>l'tiun of MinoritieK (December 11th, 1~23), several p~titlon~ have been forwarded to thl' 
Lithuanian Government, under this resol~twn, a':ld the .L1thuaman Govem~ent has not ~nl;r 
raiNed no obi' ectionK to this proeedure bemg applied .to Its«> if, but has subm1~ted observation.~ 
which have >een examined by the respective Committees and by the Couneil. 

(b) But, as stated above, it is the requeRt for info~mation made by_the Co~Imitt~e that 
examined the question under the terms of the resolutiOn of October 2oth, 19-0, whwh, 111 

~l. \'uldemarnK' opinion, iK not in order. . . . • , 
In the first plaee, 111. Voldemaras contests the view that ~he res?lutwn of October 2oth?1~20, 

Hetting up the Minorities Committees, can be. apph~d to ~1thuama on the ground that It 18 a 
rPHolution taken " without the consent of L1thuama, whiCh was not then a Member of the 
LPague, and which that country waR not requested to accept when. it was adn~itted t? thl' 
League ". I would remind the Council that, in March 19291 a Co!nnuttee of ~ ur.Ists,. which it 
appointed on a propoHal by the Lithuanian Government, mveshgated the dis!mchon to h11 
drawn between rules of procedure regarding minorities which could be framed mdepl'ndently 
by the Council and rules which could only be applied with the concurrence of the interested 
Governments. 'In its report to the Council, which the latter adopted on March 6th, 1929, this 
Committee defines these two categories of rules as follows : 

" The first class includes decisions takt~n by the Council to determine the procedure 
whereby it exercises the powers conferred upon it by the Treaties and Declarations; t.o 
determine the competenee of the Secretary-General of the League of Nations in the question; 
and to determine the conditions for the I'eceivability of petitions . . . The second class 
of rules indudeR those which involve the performance by the States concerned of acts not 
covered by the Minorities Treaties and Declarations and, generally speaking, all rules 
affPcting the legal situation as sanctioned by these Treaties and Declarations. 'l'hese rull's 
require the ab'Tet>ment. of the Council and of the States concerned." 

The mere reading of the resolution of October 25th, 1920, suffices to show, beyond dispute, 
that it must be included in the first of the two categories established by the jw·ists. Indeed, it 
would be difficult to find a rule which fitted more perfectly into the first of the three formuhP 
employed by the jurists to define this category. I will read it word for word: 

" With a view to assisting lllembers of the Council in the exercise of their rights and 
dutil's as regards the protection of minorities, it is desirable that the President and hm 
members appointed by him in each case should proceed to consider any petition or 
eommunieation addressed to the League of Nations with regard to an infraction or danger 
of infraction of the clauses of the Treaties for the protection of minorities. This enquiry 
would be held as soon as the petition or communication in question had been brought to 
the notice of the lllembers of the Council." 

{c) Rut let us go further and examine, not the lllinorities Committees as created bv the 
19:!0 resolution, but the actual steps whereby the Committee which examined the peiition 
befon: us req.uested tho Lithuania~ Govern~1ent for certain information. I can quite understand 
the Lit~~Ianum Govern~ne~t takmg .the VIew that, whatever opinion may be held regarding 
!he legitmu~('Y of appomtmg comnut~ees to study petitions without the concurrence of the 
mterestl'd Governments, these Conmuttees are not entitled to call on the Governm~>nts for 
information,. unless their consent to the use of this procedure has first been obtained. I nE>ed 
hardly rl'nnnd my colleagues that these relations between committees and interested 
GovPrnm~nts ~re a fe.atur~ of thos.e .unoffi~ial activities which the committees have developed 
Kide by side with thmr str~ctly off~c1al duties ; I would particularly emphasise the importance 
of this work f~om the pomt of VIew of the protection of minorities. Such activities which 
pre-suppose f~Il•ndly collab?ration with the Governments concerned would not indeed be 
conf'!'Ivable WI~hout t.h.e taCit or expre~s agreement of the latter. Moreover, if the1Counci1

1
l1ad 

m.a~e. any spemal.ru~e 111 rt>gard to action of this s?rt, which is ~ot the case, such a rule would 
Cl f!amly c~me ~~~hm the ~econd category established by the Jurists- namely, that of rules 
"'hwh the { ounml1s not enht led to make without the concurrence of the interested Governml'nts. 
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But Lithuania, like all the other States which have entered into t•n . . 
of minorities, gave its tacit consent to this 1mrk of th .t ;:.t:.,'l•m~nts for tht'prnh•dtnn 

~ . h · e cotunu tt't's 11·b"n it >\l..'l't't' 1 t . t with them (as 1t as done oq several occa~ions) and !at 't · ' 11 'o-npl'ru " 
on September 22nd, 1925, by voting in f~vour of a ru:~t1 ga~t> 1.'8 t>xpres~ and positive t•nnst•nt 
by tht> Sixth Committee, the first paragraph of which rea'J:0a~~~~~~~~:h:nuth'tl to thtl .\sst•tuhly 

''~he Asse.mbly approves that part of the t't'port on tht' Work of tlw ('ouu<'il lht' Wnrk 
of t~e Se~retartat and on the Measures taken to t>Xt>cute tht> Dt'<'isiong of tbt• ·,hst•tnhl\' 
t~eahng With the procedure followed with regard to tht> prot .. ,·tion of minnrit it's (I'" , . ·,· 
\I of Chaptt>r 7 of the Supplt>mentary Report).·· · aru:.:r.tp 1 

p,~l'a!-rraph VI ?f. Chapter 7 of th~ S~pplt>tnentary Rt•l>t>rt givt>s tlt•lnilt'd infmtnntinn 
rel(ardmg the unoffwml work of the Mmortties Committees. I will rt•ad yon lht• fullt•winJ: 
J'a~~a~e : 

. ." The members of the. Com~ittt>e may, m?reover, tmlt•r into (•nrrt>spoudt•m·<' vdth t Itt> 
m.tlnested Gove~nment, wtth a VIeW to re~novmg: doubts or mi•nudt>rstarulin~o:• nr makin:,: 
fn.e!'dly suggestiOn~ to the Governmt>ut to mdure tt to motlify its nttittule on a pninl 11-hit-h, 
fa1hng such a solutwn, would appear to the members of the Committt't' to hi' 11 ''""" whit·h 
should be broug.ht to the attentt.on of the Council. Before dtwiding if it •lwultl or •houltl nul 
draw the a~tent10n of t!'e Counctl to a mattt>r whi~·h is the sub jed of a lll'lition, thl' ntt•mh..r• 
?fa com~mtt.~e hav.e, m many cases, asked the. mtPrt'Ktt>d Oovt>rnnwnt for Mnpplt.•nwntary 
mformatwn mtlwr m gt'neral terms or by puttmg dt•finite t(IWMt inn•. In •nn1._. "'"""'"· Mtll'h 
requests have been accompanied by other suggt>•lions, as, for exam pit•, thultltt• inlt•r•••lt••l 
Government should postpone taking any stt>ps whit·h mi~o:ht have the l'fft•t•t n! t•rt•nt in~: n 
fait accompli before the Committee was in a position to take a tlt't'i•ion on lht• •tn•••tiun u! 
~uhstance, or that the Government should prt>sent to the Counl'il 11 •pt>l'iul r••t•nrl un it• 
intentions in the matter." 

It ~hould, moreover, be observed that the resolution was propost•d h,,. the Hixth l'ottuuitlt•t> 
of the Assembly after an exhaustive debate on minority pro~PthtrP, following on a prupu•nl 
of the Lithuanian Government, and that, in this debate, the Lithuani11n rt•pr•••••tttutin• 
Pl. Galvanauskas) took a particularly active part. 

In my opinion, we may conclude from the•e considt'rations that the rl't(III'Mt fur iu!ormutiun 
made by the Committee was in accordance with the existing prot·t't!Urtl, to whidt the l'oun•·il 
continues to attach the highest importam·e and whidt we 1\re all entitlt•tl to rt•~o:urd "" bu •·ing 
1-eceived tltt' tacit and express approval of the Lithuanian Oovernnwnt. 

B. In his speech on September 6th, M. Voldemaras argued thnt the Lithuu11iu11 
Government was only obliged to reply if a Member of the Council madt> an ~~~uMation ?" hi•. uw11 
responsibility. He then pointed out that, in the pre•ent l'ase, the Coum,rl. wa• dt•nhn~e wtth n 
private complaint upon which no Member of the Council h~d 11xpressed btM JWrHo!lnl ?1111111111. 
In so far as this argument merely states that questions affectmg the protPl"!wn of mmontw• '"'"' 
only be submitted to the Council on the initiative of one of its lllt•mlwu, I am Mllrtl tllllt 1111 

l\IembeJ' of the Council would hesitate to express his concurrem•t<. It would ht' wt•ll, hnwrvo•r, 
to be dear on certain points of detail : 

1. In the fir8t place M. Voldemaras invokes in support of his ari(Uilll"nt tht> fl'l"•rt uf 
a Committee of Jurists ad~pted by the Council on &•ptemher 20th, 19:!11. ,'fbiH r•·J>~~rl. r••fo·r• tu 
the application of the Memel Convention, and it is perfectly clt·~•r from rts ~orohn~o: that tlw 
procedure to be applied in the case of that Convention c·annot. be ronfnMt'd wrth tltl" pru<·t-durl' 
applicable to minority questions. The report says : 

.. It should be pointed out tha£ the procedure l11id dow!' in Art i•·le 1; of the 19~ I 
Convention (Memel) concerning infraction• of that ConventiOn Khould nut lw _ "onfn•'"'' 
with the procedure outlined in Article 11 concerning the prnhll·tton of nunontwM. ,\• 
regards the protection of minorities, the l\Iembers of tb~ Coum·tl have~~~ unalo.'ll".~r•: but 
not a similar right. They may draw the atten.tion ?f the t?u~c1l, not o.nl) to 11ny ~~~~~·~' t 11111, 
but also to' ~n- dan er of infraction •, and m tbts ca•e .It IH a _qut-•twn, not nwr• 1.~ ~·f an 
infraction of definite ~rovisions in the Convention, but of mfracttonM or dangt·_r of t~t!ra1 ~ ~~on• of undertakings plac·ed undl'r the general guarantee of the League of ~at wn• tt"'" · 
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:!. The word .. >H·<·nsation "was eu1pJoyed Meveral times by i\1. Vohl<>ma~as in.hiHMJl<"·•·hof 
1-'eptemh<•r lith to dtlHcrihe the action w_hich one or more i\lm~•b.er~. of th~ (:on~~ll mus~ take 
ht>forl' it <'an I'Xamine a minority IJnestwn. The use of th_e wmd accusatiOn .m~y, Ill my 
opinion, ~i\'e rise to misund<>rst:indi!lgH wh_ich it is in the m!.e~e"i:" of "1!s all to ~~:~~1pate. A• 
''"" arl' lwr<• ,.0111.1'rrH'd with Lithnama, I w111 rl'ad the followm,., passa,.,e from Aituie 9 of_ the 
Lithuanian ll•·•·laration, whi<-h iH irwidi'IJtally id<>ntical with that of the cOJT<.>spondm~ artll'h·s 
in flu• otlwr 1'r••ati••• and llel'larations: 

" Arw M••mlwr of tlw ('omwil of the L<·a~ue of Nations sh_all ha-:e the right to lu·inj.( 
to tlu> att 1•ntion of till' ('oun<·.il any infra<·tion, or danj.(er_of mfractwn, ~.f lii!Y of thl'xt• 
stipulatinns, and the ('umwilmay tlwr<'ll(lOil take sll<·h aetmn, ek. 

Arc the words "hrirw to t.Jw att .. ntion of the Council" to be understood as meaning that 
a ~l<•mh1•r of the ('nmwil ~·iw <i<·•ires to exercise this rij.(ht must lodge a form~ I "accusation ., 
with thl' Cnnn<·il al.(ainHt the int<•reHted Government. 1 l'ersonall~·, ~do not thmk so, and lean 
as•ure the Counl'il that, in practice, Huch an interpretation has not h~therto b~en adopted. I am 
fnrtunah•lv uhlc to invokl1 the prec·cdent of u Minorities Comrmttee winch sat under til!' 
Chairman~hip of Dr. B<•ne< and included the rl'pr<·Hentatives of Spain and Great Britain. 'l'h<•sp 
three ~lemlwrs of the Council did in fad in a note dated Rome, I>ecernber 11th, 19:!4, ask that 
a 4u••stinn rPiatinj.( to the positio~ of the' l'olish minority _in Lit~uanht sl!ould ~e pl~ced on the 
a;:.wn<la of the ('omll'il" so as to facilitate an I'Xchange of vwws w1th the ~Ithna'_lHin Government 
on tlH•se 4U<'stinns ". It is cl<•ar that t-hese three lllel~bers o_r the Coune1l. cons1~ered that th~re 
was, in the caS<• suluuitted to them, dangl'r of an mfractwn of the L1thuaruan DeclaratiOn 
enn<·<•rning the l'roted.ion of Minorities, and that it was on those grounds that tlwy asked that 
tlw qu<•stion should he plal'l'll on the a~:en?a of the Council. Neverthe1Pss1 alth~}lgh the tern~.s 
empltty<'<l w<•re so diff<•r<'nt from those whwh would have been necesHary m an a.ccusutwn , 
the Lithuanian Government raised not the Hli~-:htest objection to this proeedme, and gave l'r<'r.l 
f:u·ility for the .. I'Xehange or views,. desirc•d hy the Commit.tl'e. 

(:l) i\1. Vol<.ll'maras has Htated that., in the present ease, the Couneil is confrontPd with a 
private <·omplaint. upon whieh no 1\lembl.'r of the Council has expressed his personal opinion. 
l doubt if Ill. Voldemuras, whPn he madll this Htatement., had sufficiPntly eomidered the note 
sign!'<! nt.l\ladrid on June 14th, 19:.!9, by the representatives of Finland, Great Britain and Italy. 
1 find in this note the following passage, whi<·h sepms to me to express a Vl.'ry definite opinion 
on the )ll't ilion : 

" On a<·<·ount. of the attitude taken up by the Lithuanian Government the lllemhers 
of the Commit.t<•e have been ohlij.(ed to base their study of the question solely on statements 
made in the (J<'tition. 'l.'he petitioners consider thl.'mselves unfairly trl'ated in comparison 
with otlwr Lithuanian citizens, on account of their Russian ori~in. This might invol1>e a 
tfnngt·r· of <Ill infringement of the provisions contained in Article 5 of the Lithuanian 
lll'daration com·prning the Protection of lllinorities, whe1·eby, etc. . " 

C. The last point raisl'd by 111. Vohlema.ms with regard to procedure refers to the unilateral 
•·haral'h•r of the engag<•ments entl'red into by Lithuania with regard to the protection of 
minoritiPs. "They did not eonstitute au international treaty", said l\1. Voldemaras," but 
forml'd a dPI'Iaration whi(•h had bel'n read before the Council and of which the Council had taken 
note ". Without considering, at this moment, how far the minority engagements entered int-o 
~y Lith~1ania Wl'!'e u_uilateral o_r bilat.~>ral, it seems to me incontestable that they constitutl.' 
mt<'rnatl~mal ohh~atwns for L1thuama. Indeed, Artiele 9, paragraph 1, of the Lithuanian 
lledaratmn ex1•r<•ssly stat~s that the st!tmlation~ contained.therein do, in so far as they affeet 
person• h<•longmg to a nnnonty, constitute obligations of rnternational intet·est to be plac<'d 
und<•r the ~uarantel' of the Lea~m· of Nations- as w~1s effected by a resolution adopted hv thl'l 
l'oun<'il on llect•mlwr 11th, 19:!3. Again in a lettl.'r dated 'December 11th 1923 'from 
:\1. Gal\'anauskas,_ the rPpres~ntati\'~ of L!thuania, to the l'rPsident of the Council-'- informing 
hun of th<• r{'solutwn of the I,Jtlmaman St>Jill to the effect that the Declaration for the Protection 
".f ~linoriti••s nel'd not be ratifi~d by Parliament- it was expressly stated that the Lithuanian 
(,onrnment .d<•s1red to renew 1t~ engagement to the Council to abide ~trictly by the terms of 
the llt'<'laratwn. 

0 • • 0 • • • • • 0 • • • 0 • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 0 • 0 • • • 0 • 0 • • • • 
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APP E:'\ lllX. 

AI'PLIC.\TIO~ OF PAUT Ill, DIHSIOX ill (IUGUT o•· PETITIO\ \' . . . 
F \prE \L) ()F TIIE GE 

. . ..• n llf.lnons 
0 • • IUL\XO-l'OLISU COX\'EXTIO'\ IW. :\1.\\" 1-,T 11 l'l'''' 

REL.\TIX(i TO H'I'EH SILESI.\. . • . --• 

1. EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 01<' THE Io'H'TY·lo'lH~T 8E~~IO~ 
COUNCIL- (:1\IF:ETING m;u> oN ::,;EPTEMRER 8TH, 19~8). 

OF TilE 

PRO'l'F:CTlON o~· :l.liNORI1'IES IN POLJ>;H UPPER Sru:su : l'E'I'l'I'ION~ AlllHn~""ElJ 'I'll 'I'll~: 
COUNCIL IN VIRTUE OF ARTICLE 14 7 OF THE GERliANO· POL! XII ('oNn:N'I'IIlll OF ~I.\\' 1 .i'l'll, I !I:!:! 

CONCERNING UPPER SILEHIA. ' 

(c) Petitw1~, dated AuguNt !Jrd, 1928, from the Dt·utsclwr l"olhb11t1d of l'oli•h l'ppl'l' Nift.•iu, 
relatmg to the forwardwg to the Co11ncil of an Apprallllllgnl fln J 11 nr .Jth, 1928, 11111t1·r .I rl ;,.,,., 
1-19 and 157 of the Gene·ra Com•ention. 

M. llitiW'fiA read the following report and draft resolution : t 

I. 

.. The Council has before it a petition dated Auguol :~r<l, 19:!~, a<jtlt·•·••~"•l to it <lin·l'l I·~ IIH• 
Deutscher Volksbund of Polish Silesia in virtue of A1·ticle 14 i of the lii'IWVII ('unvl'n ti11n, Hilt I 
relating to the Polish Government's failure to forward to thl' ('oundlun UJIJII'allo<lg"'t lty 1111' 
petitioners under Articles 149 and 157 of that Connontion.: A•·conlin~t to thl' 111•1itiun, ""' 
Deut~cher Y olksbund, on behalf of the KrolewKka lhwka Spolku l'i•••·zy ( K ruh·w•l.a !lui a 
Benevolent Society), had lodged a }letition under Arlil'le H!J of the G••nevu ( 'onHnt ion on I"" 
ground of infringement by the Polish authorities of Articlt•ij 7.\ ~1 and !!8 of I hat I 'nrl\'l•nliun. 
In accordanee with the vrocedure laid down in Artiele 149, the l'rl'sitl••nt of tlw ~li\l'tl 
Commission for C}>per 8ilesia gave an opinion on the rasl' on .:llan·h :!!lth, 1\t:!ll, anti, sin•·•· llw 
action taken thereupon by the administrative authorities failed to Kati><fy the Jll'tili~trwr·s, tlw 
latter, on June 4th, 19::!8, lodjtcd nn appeal with thl• Comwil of tltl' J,••a!(lll' of ~aliuns tiiHif•r 
Articles 149 and 157 of the Geneva Convl'ntion. 

"The Polish Government submittl'd its oh8ervalions in a note dah·tl An~:n,t :!Hth. l\1:!». 
It is of opinion that the provisions of the Gl'neva Com•l'ntion eon<·t'rni.rt!( tl1l' fMwunlit•J.( uf 
appeals lodged under Articles 149 and 157 of the Gene•·a Connntwn ure fnum:d 111 a 11m11n•••· 
that allows the signatory Governments to examine, at each sta~te of tht• tran><mr .. swn, !til l'"~"tlth· 
methods of settlinoo the question in aecordance with the wisbt'~ of thl'mtnunty. It, .. I ul.-t. 
Government cann;t, therefore, consent. to a purely formal und, a• it w•·~"·. ant••malu· 
transmission of appeals. The J>olish Government fur·ther Hill!!!""'" ~hat th~ JII'IIH'IJ>It:• ul tiH· 
procedure laid down by the Council for minority petitions, as dl'fllll'd Ill th.•· t'i<·<·n•tary·lot•rwral • 
report to the sixth Assembly, should be ap}Jli~d, by analu!!Y, tu J>clrflun• Jill'"'""''' tllitlt·r 

Article 147 of the Gl'neva Convention. 

1 lhtt·umt•nt C.4ti!!.I928.1. 
1 Thtl pt•titinn n.nd the Polish Govt~tnmtmt'g ob"'t·n·ationM tlu·Tf•tm Wt'J"e t·oJuJHllltkal• t1 1'

1 II!,. 

Mt·tub<·r·, of the CoutJt•il in doeumcnt C.402.1928.1. 



-:no-

.. \g rt'"'tr•lg thl' al'f.nal question dealt with in .th~ appeal lodgPd by the. Deut.~cher 
. • 1 ~· J 41.1 19.,8 the Government st.ates 10 If.~ observahous that this question 

~ olksbnnt on m.w 1 
1

1• t-lte. c'·ompctent Cl'ntral authorities. and that the Government is 
ts ht•mg re-examml't 1Y . · Th t't' 1 · h . 1 1 1 1 1-r •r any observatwus upon It. e pe ·I ·lOners, lOWe\ er, ave now 
:H·t·orrlmg v una > e ·O o e · ' d • t '>3 d 19"'8 a ·king i 

1 1 . '<'d 'to the &•cretarv-GI'neral a letter, date .. ugns ~ r , - ' ·S . , n consequence 
ar' ' re" · ... 1 ~ rt•ce'1·,-ed from the lllinoritil's Office on August .18th, that the Council 
o a rommumca wn · · 1 f In tltfl•e circttmstanne I th· 
I 1 1 1 · lt•ration of the petit-Ion >e ore us. · • • · · ' s, mk I 

s wn 1 snspl'nb•l I'OilliH "e t' hat the Council defer consideration of the aetna! question dealt 
ma \" reasona V propon · · d d 1 A "' t 3 ·d 19')8 wit.h in the pt:til.ion from thp, Dl'nt.schl'r Volksbnn atN n,..,us · ' • ·- . 

II. 

.. 1 will. hnwl'ver, ask the Council to aUow n~e t-? make a fe.w sngg~~tions. in conn~ct.ion 
with two more gl'neral point-s relating to the a,rphcatwn of certam_ provtswns m t~e Gt·n~va 
Convention to whi1·h referl'nee has been made Ill the case now befme ns. I allude, 10 the ftrst. 
plat·!', to the forwarding to the Council, by the Governn~ent concerned, of appea.Js lodged by 
1 lw minorit-v undl'r Artides 149 a.nd 157 of the Conventwn ; and,. secondly. to the pr01·edure 
appli••ahle io petitions addrl's,ed direct to the Conn~il under .ArtiCle 147 of the C~mvention. 

" 1 Art il·le 157 of .the Geneva Convention, whtch provides for the forwardmg to the 
Council; by the Govprnml'nt. ronel'rncd, of appeals lodged by the minority under Artil'le 149, 
l'l':uls as follows : 

" 'The appeal to t.he Council of the League of Nations provided fo~· in Article 149 
shall be addrt•ssed to the lllinorities Offi!'e. The latter shall arrange for Its transmis~ion 
I o the Counl'il by the Government.' 

'" I would recomnu•nd the Coun!'il to accept the interpretation of this article given by 
t!JP J'olish GovProment., namely, that the t.ransmission of appeals therein provided for should 
not hi' purely formal and automatic, but that at each stage of the procedure the Government 
should have an opportunity of settling the question in accordance with the wishes of the 
minority. On the other hand, as I point.ed out in the report adopted by the Council on March 
lth, 19:!H, t'oncerning the sehool at Biertultowy, in Polish Upper Silesia, it is highly important 
for the l'fficient operation of the system of minority protection instituted in Upper Silesia 
h~· the Geneva ('onnntion that appeals from the minority under Articles 149 and 157 of the 
('onwnt.ion should be forwarded t.o the Council without delay by the Government concerned. 
lndel'd, I think it would be most desirable for the Council to go so far as to specify the period 
within which such appPals should as a rule be forwarded by the Governments, provided always 
that. in excl'ptional cases, the Gowrnment might ask for an extension of the period- to bl' 
I.'Tanted at the discretion of t.he President of the Council- for not more than one month. 
I sugge•t that the period in quPstion should be t-wo months. Furthermore, it would seem 
rea"mahle that when, on any question, an appeal has been lodged under Articles 149 and 
151 of the Convention, it should not be permissible to address a petition on the same question 
dirPI't· to the Council under Article 14 7 of the Convention unless the Government concerned, 
ha\·ing faill'd to set.t.le the question in accordance with the wishes of the minorit-y, has neg!l•rted 
tu forward the appeal to the Council within the period prescribed. 

·: 2. :\c<·ordmg t? the prol'edure at present in force, petitions addressed dirl'!'t to 
tht' ( ou11~·il under Al'tJC!e 1.47 of the Geneva Convention, are placed on t-he agenda of the 
lli'X.t. •esswn .of the Council following their receipt by the Secretariat. In several cases 
I'" I 11 ''?"s ri'I'I'IVI'd, by t:he Hecret.ariat a few weeks, or even a few days, before t-he opening of 
a ~I'NNIOD of the ( ounc1l have .been placed on the Council's agenda and communicated to its 
)h·m hers ahn•?st. at t.be same time as they were transmitted to t.he Government concerned, and 
"' any l'ase ":'thout that Governnwnt's being given reasonable time to submit its observations 
lu the <:oum,ll: I am.sure the ('ouncil will realise the disadvantages of thi€ method, whkh is 
wholly .mcunsts!ent .. ~VIth one of the principles of the nm·mal procedure in regard to the 
prot~1·twn of mmorJh_l's- that, except in urgent cases the Government concerned should 
lw ~'!ven rt'aNonable tun~ to. submit its observations so th~t they may be communicated to the 
~'''"'.?1'1'8 of ~he Council. snnultaneously with the petition . 
• ,

11 
~~obvmte thl's~ dr_sadvantagl's, the Polish Government suggested in its note of Augt~st 

- th. 1.'-i~, that. thl' pnni·Ipll's of the normal pro!*dure in regard to the protect.io~ of minorit·'"" 
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should ~e applied to pet.itions addressed to t.he Coun~il und" .A · . • _ . 
Convent.wn. One of the fundamental prindplt's of this t rhd\ H • uf tho> (,t'lW\'11 
·ust referred- should, I think, apply also to th .. se . prm-e< ure-! mt to whwh l h"''" 
!hould be laid down for the period which may ela,psr~;!~~:· 1f <'~nsult•r tha~ a tim .. ·limit 
lodaed under .Article 147 of the Geneva ConY~nti~n i n le '"1" on wlud1 a llt'tiliun 
con~oerned and the date on which it is distributed to th! ~::.~:~:~u·:;t~~~ t:! lht• -~•mwnmt•nt 
on the agenda. In thiR case it woul<l seem reasonable to. lay dow; 1 h~" 1

111nwt .111 ~'1 plllt·•••l 
mont-hs- as has been fixed by the Council for the normal · rot·ed . sa 111

' i'"t'HII - twu 
the Governnwnt concerned has the option of aokin" for~~~ e;t .. n ·i,'~''• "to~uh•tl "'"'"t 8 th:~t 
discretion of the Preside~t _of tl~e _Council- of n~t more than •0 ; 1e -;;-w~tl:~ 1-:~~~n~:~, ~·~~~~~;~: 
urgent cases, of course, this tune-hnut. would not. operate· the p<'ll't1'on w· till · · · 

~r b f th C il · 1 . 0 It ll' l'OilliiiUIIIt'lllt•tl to the •• em ers o e Otmc and the qul'stwn place<! on t.t1a u"<'ntl:l 1t tl 1· · · f d d h G '0 • .,..., l lt' sanu- Ullt' ns 
the petitiOn w:a~ orwar _e to t e . overn~tent concerned. 1'ht~ ·same rule wouhl 11 , •II' in 
the case of pet1twns relatmg to qneshons wh1ch have bePn the Ruhje•·t of appt•:~ls muh·r \~1 i.·lt·d 
149 a~d 157 ~here such appeals have _not been forwardt'd to the Comwil t•ith••r witi>in tht• 
pres~nbed perwd of t"Y'o months or, m ca~e of extension, within tlw pt'rin•l fixl'tl hv 1 1"' 
PI'PSident of the Counc1l. . 

III. 

"Having regard to the foregoing consitlerations, 1 propos!' that the l'muu·il>ul<•pt tht• 
following resolut-ion : 

." '1. :rh~ transmission provided for in ~ti~le 157 of the Genl'\'a ('onvt•ntinn n•htling 
to Upper Silesm _of .appeals lodged by the nunor1t.y nndl'r Artide 14\1 of that ('onnntinn 
shall ~e. made_ w1thm ~wo ~onths from the date on which the uppt•al i• lml~tt•d with thl' 
.\finont1es Office. This penod may be extended by the !'resident of the ('omwil at tht> 
request of the Government concerned, such extension not to I'X<"'~'•I ont~ month. 

" '2. 'Vhen a question has been the suhjeet of an lLp]lt'almuler Artidt•s 1 I !I :nul I ;,j of 
the Convention, no petition on the question may be addrt-sst'tl tlired to the ('omwilmuh•r 
Article 147 unless the Government concerned has failed to St•ttle the question in :u·t·nr•lant .. 
with the wishes of the minority and has neglected to forward the appl'nl to the ('nnm·il 
within the prescribed periml of two months. In this case the J>etition shall be •·in·nlalt••l to 
the l\lembers of the Council and the questions ph1ced on the agenda at t hl' saml' t inll' as I ht• 
petition is communicated to the Government (•onel'rnPd. 

" ' 3. Petitions addressed direet to the Council by the minority unth·•· Art id" I I i of 
the Geneva Convention shall be communicated by the &l'retnry·G••nt•rul In thl' 
Government concerned for any observations it. may wish to make, as soon a• tlu·~· al'l' 
received by the Secretariat. The Govt>rnments concernPd shall be l(iH'n a pllriwl of twn 
months from the date on which the petition is t.mmtnitted to them in whil'll to ••·n<l t h<'ir 
obMervations to the Secretariat. The petitions shall be <"ommunicated to thn ~lemht·I'H of 
the Council and the que~t.ions to which they relate shall be J>lat·ed on tlte u~:•·n•la nf tlw 
Council as soon as the observations of the Government com·t>rnl'd art> '~''""'"'' h.v ti•P 
Secretariat· should these observation~ not be re<·dved within the }ll'riotl prt•st·rihPtl, till' 
petition shail be communicated to the ;\!embers of the Council and the IJUI'IItion t•l:u·•·•l HIJ 
the agenda on the expiry of the time-limit. The time-limit may be t'Xhmtlt·d hy t~"' Aetu•~: 
President of the Council at the request of the Government como<'rned, lltll'h Pxlcn•••~n nut tn 
exceed one month. In extremely urgent cases the Set•retary-Gt>n..ral shall cnnlllJllllltat•• the 
petition to the Members of the Council as soon as it is rect"ived by the 8<-•·r .. tanat, a•~·l •h~ll 
aiTange for the question to be placed on the agPnda of the nl'xt l!t'HIIion of the < unn•:•l. 
At the s~1me time he shall forward the l>t~tition to the Oovt•rnnwnt ton•·•·nw<l for •1• 

observations.' " 

The draft re,,olutiuns were adopted. 
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THE MINUTER OF THE FIFTY-FIFTH SESSION 
1t[J;:.;TING HF.J,D ON JUNE 12TH, 1929. 

)1. ADATCI read the following report and draft resolution: I 

OF THE COUNCil, -

At the meeting on lllarch 9th last,• I had the honour to inf~rm ~he Council. . . . that 
the German and Polish Governments had agreed _to engage. m direct ne!fotiatiOns for the 
purpose of settling a certain number of points of mterpretatiOn also relatmg to the Geneva 
Convention of lllay 15th, 1922. The represen~ative~ of the tw?•. q:overnment_s and the 
Rapporteur had, in fact, for some time be_en discussm_g_ the possibility o~ ~akmg certain 
arrangc•ments in rPgard to the procedure applicable to pet1t10ns fro_m Upper S1lesia. · It seemed 
advisable to consider the possibility of improving and acceleratmg the local procedUl'e laid 
down by Article 149 and also of lightening- without dep~rting from the provision~ of the 
Genl'va Convl'ntion - the unduly heavy burden that had hit.herto frequently been laid upon 
tlu• Council by the applicat.ion of Artic·le 147. 

" Th<'se negotiations took place at Paris. They began on March 25th last and continul'd 
until April IHh. The German Govl'rnment was represented by Dr. Noebel, of the Ministry for 
J<'or<>i"n Affair•, assist<'d by M. Giirich, Baron von Griinau and M. van Husen. The Polish 
Gov .. ~nnwnt was repres<'nt.l'd by M. Sokal, Minister Plenipotentiary, Permanent Delegate 
of Polnnd accredited to the I.eagne of Nations, assisted by M. Morawski and M. Gwiazdowski. 
l\1. Culond<lr, President of the Mixed Commission for Upper Silesia, assisted by M. Huber, 
H..c•retar,v-G<>neral of the Commission, also took part in the conversat.ions, and the Secretariat 
of the LPague of Nations attended. I had the honour to preside over the negotiations, and 
was myself aHsisted by !1. Sato, lllinister Plenipotentiary, Dil·ector of the Imperial Japanese 
Bufl'an act•redited to the League of Nations. The negotiations, which proceeded from the 
outset in a moKt satisfactory atmosphere of cordiality, ended on April 6th with the conclusion 
of c·ertuin agreements which were signed by the delegates of the Polish Government and the 
del<'gatt>s of the German Government, subject to the subsequent approval of their respective 
Govt•I'nmen1 s. I would aKk the Council to take note of t.he terms of these agreement,, 3 In 
m,v view, th<>y are to be regarded as a tentative effort to find practical solutions in connection 
witlt thP application of certain clauses of the German-Polish Convention relating to Upper 
Hil<'sia, the del!'gates of the two Governments having accepted thesl' agl'<'ements with 
rc·~<'r~ution• ns to their respective attitudes on certain legal points. The agi-eement.s relate 
·Jli'IIU'Ipally to the procedure for the application of Articles 147, 149 and following. That is 
to say, _fht•y <'Oncern _the right of petition and remedies, the form in which petitions are to be 
transnutt.ed, pro<'eedmgs before the Mixed Commission time-limits etc. 

" I must now inform the Council that M. von Sehub~I't and !1. S~kal have sent me lettm·s1 

datc•d, I'!'Hpec·tively, May 18th and May 11th last, officially informing that the Paris agreements 
hav<' lw~>n approved by the Berlin and Warsaw Governments. 

" J h~v!' q•·c·ordingl,v the honour to announce to the Council the happy issue of these 
C'()IIV<!I':<atwns. I regard the '?ut.come as satisfactory. Proceedings in connection with petitions 
and appeal• m~tl!e under Artit•le~ 14 7 and 149 will undoubtedly be made easier in the future. 
Tit~ ( ounc·Il wtll no lc~nger be called upon to pronounce on the substance of certain questions 
wht<'II_ are n~>t r_<"ally m~portant l'nough to justify a direct appeal under Article 147: Thes!' 
qu<'~tton~ ."''II• Ill t~<:: ftrst place, be submitted to the local procedure, which now bl'<•om~s 
null'<' efft<·l<'nt ~ud mnr.. prac·tic•al. 

" 1'\ I . th : 1:,.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
, • uc·! .I• · .e tllllll<'t t>t1e outcome of the German-Polish conversations, of which I give 

'.~t~ (_ ounc·•l. a _hrlt'f uct•ou_nt:. I. am quite sure that these arrangements will help to facilit.at<' 
Hl.tfton• bc t\\eell th<' mmoqhc'll of l!DJ)('r Siil•sia and the competent authorities, t.o remh•r 

1 IJO<·unwnt. C.272.1929.1. • 
1 

,;,.,. Offirurl ,Jotmwl, April 1!129, pagc• 554. 
• s.P pn~ee 233. · 
• s,.,. Offiriul ,Jrmnwl, July 19211, pal{<' I 106 (Annex 1135a to the Minute• of the Fifty-fifth Se••ion 

of t hA· ('umwll.) . ' 
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the pr~dure mo~ effective and _rapi_d and to promote mutual trust and eonfident'tl on both 
sides,. w1t~out wh1ch the ConventiOn m force would hardly be adequate to Bl'ttle the various 
questwns mvolved: . · . 

".I _must spem~lly mentiOn the sta~_ment made by ~- Calonder in the rour.e of the 
negot1at~o~s regardmg_ the nee~ for a sp~t of cl?se ~~d ~r1endly ro-opt>ration on both sidt'8 
in exammmg and sett~g questions ~latmg to mmontJes m Uppt>r Silt>sia. The fact th>~t this 
statement by the President of the Mix:ed Commission, which h11d its effoot on the &j..'l"\'l'lllt'nts 
themselv~s, was ~os~ ~avo~bly received both. by the Polish and by the Germ11n dt•lt•,..'11tion 
is a particularly SI~ICant Circumstance to wh1ch _I would draw the Council's ath•ntion. 

" In commurucatmg the above .to the Cou~c1l, I am fulfilling a two-fold duty : 1 am 
informing the members of the Council of the satisfactory outcome of the negotiationM and at 
the same time asking for their approval, which is essential to enable the texts in qut•stion 
to enter fully into force. 

" I have therefore the honour to propose to the Council the adoption of the following 
resolution : 

" ' The Council gives its approval, where that approval is required, to the PariM 
Agreement relating to the application of certain provisions of the Convention d11ted 
May 15th, 1922, regarding Upper Silesia, as set forth in the documents attut·hed to the 

t rt '" presen repo . 

Sir George GRAHAME said that the issue of the German-Polish convergations appt11,red, 
as M. Adatci had pointed out, to be most satisfactory. He thought that the Council should 
offer its congratulations to M. Adatci for his laudable and successful efforts. 

M. ZALESKI associated himself with the observations of Sir George Grahtmle, and Vl'ry 
sincerely thanked M. Adatci for his important work. 

Dr. voN SCHUJIERT also associated himself with the observations of Sir George Grnh11me 
and M. Zaleski, and thanked M. Adatci, in the name of the German Governmt~nt, for the 
trouble he had taken in the matter and for the work he had done. 

M. ADATCI said that the remarks of his three colleagues ~ere a gre~t enc~mrugement to 
him. There were still important questions to be settled, notably m connectiOn with enrolmt•nts 
in minorities' schools. 

The draft resolution was adopted. 

Annex. 

' 
GERMAN-POLISH CONVERSATIONS CONCERNING THE . APPLICATIO~ OF 

CERTAIN CLAUSES OF THE CONVENTION OF MAY "15TH, 19;2, RELATING 
TO UPPER SILESIA (PARIS AGREEMENTS OF APRIL 6TH, 19~9). 

· . h d I tea of the Poli•h Govemmllnt 
The delegates of the German Go:vernment and ~ e t~ e~airmanship of liill Excellency 

met at.Paris from March 25th to Apnl 6th, 1929, ~n fe~h eLe gue of Nations acting in hiM 
M. A~atci, representative of -!ap~n. on the ~ouncil 0 . eh t:e assistance ot' 1\1. t:alonder, 
capa.mty of Rapporteur on mi~O!ItJes questwns,. a~d WI~ of the Secretariat of the League, 
President of the Mixed CommiSSion for_ Upper Siles.Ia, ~n f the German-Polish t:onvention 
to consider certain points connected W_Ith. the apphcatwn ° 
of May 15th, 1922, relating to Upper Silesm. 
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RIGHT OF PETITION AND REMEDIES. 

At the i•sue of their deliberations, the delegates of the German Government and the 
del,.~ates of the Polish Government came to an agreement upon the arrangements and 
provisions set out below. . . . 

These arran~ements are to be regarded as an attempt to fmd p~actiCal sol~twns, and they 
have been accepted by the ~elcgates of t~e two Governments with reservations as to their 
respective attitudes on certam legal questiOns. . 

A. PROCEDURE FOR TilE APPLICATION OF ARTICLES 149 AND FOLLOWING. 

1. Time-limits. 

(a j The Minorities Offices are bound to adhere strictly to the maximum ~er!od· of 
forty-five days laid down in Artic~e 39 of th~ ~ules of Procedure for the transrmsSJon of 
petitions to the President of the Mixed CommissiOn. 

(b) The Minorities Offices are bound to submit the observation~ ~eferred to in Article 152 
of the Geneva Convention at the same time as they forward the petitiOns. · 

(c) In particular cases affected by the foregoing paragraphs, the President of the Mixed 
Commission may apply the provisions of Article 37 of the Rules of Procedure. 

(d) The Minorities Offices are bound to furnish, within the period specified by the 
President of the Mixed Commission, such additional information as he may require. 

(e) The Minorities Offices are bound to adhere strictly to the time-limits laid down by 
the President of the Mixed Commission, or, where necessary, to apply for such extension as 
circumstances may dictate. 

(f) Should the time-limits laid down not be adhered to, the President of the Mixed 
• Commission shall be entitled to take such steps as he may think fit to hasten the procedure and 
tu:rive at a solution. He might, for example, in particularly urgent cases, begin the procee.dings, 
open the oral debates, and establish the presumptive truth of the facts alleged by the Minorities 
Offices or by the petitioners. 

"(g) The Minorities Offices are bound to adhere to the time-limit of twenty days laid 
down ftlr them to state whether the opinion of the President of the Mixed Commission is accepted 
by the 'flompetent administrative authorities. 

-• 2. Forwarding of Petitions. 
T~e _Minorities Offices are bound to forward every petition to the President of the Mixed 

CommiSsion if U!ey cannot succeed in satisfying the petitioners ; it will, however, be open to 
them in every Cl\l!e to raise the question of competence . 

• 
. 3. Proceedings before the Mixed Commission. 

. (a) It is desirab14j that proceedings conducted in writing should be shortened as much as 
Cll'Cnmstances allow in each case. In this matter the provisions of ArtiCle 37 of the Rules of 
Procedure may be applied. 

(b) The President of the Mixed Commission states that he desires to reach a final 
settlement of every case laid before him under Article 149 within six months of the date on 
which the petition was lodge''\ with the Minorities Office. 

4. Co-operation. 
On this point the President of the Mixed Commission made the following statement : 
• In our discnssions on local procedure, we have endeavoured to make that procedure under 

Articles 14 9 and following more efficie~t and more expeditious, and, in particular to eliminate 
certain delays and obstacles in the work of the Minorities Offices. We may entertain the hope 
that the procedure .upon .which ~e ~ave hgreed will effect a valuable saving of time in the 
settlement of cases m whiCh applicatiOns may be made under Articles 149 and following. 
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"Apart from.these improvemen~s in p~ce~ure, how~>v~>r, I must pmpha•ise tht> nt>ed for 
friendly co-operati?n based on a desire for JUStice, conciliation and pnl'ifit•ntion. This moral 
factor is far ~ore 1mport:1nt than any technic~! point of procedure. Throughout t>very stn~o.'ll 
of the proceecJ.i.ngs- bef_or~ the competen~ natu~nal authoritil's, lx>fore the llinoritit•s O!fit't's, 
and in the Mixed Comrmss10n -. the donunan_t Id~a must alway~ be to reat·h a fril'no.lly st•ttl"
ment of the ca~e wherever possible, by consCientiously and eqmtably applying the Jlrovi•ions 
of the Convention. I would refer .to the general statement on the principlt•s of eo-oJl(Omt ion 
which I had the ho_nour to make m my speech o~ Jo'ebruary 18th, 19:!9, wht"n &-cn.•tnry of 
State M. Morawski, became a member of the MIXed Commission . 

• 1 As regards, more especially, the task of the President and the Poli.'h and Gt'rman nwmht•rs 
of the Mixed Commission, I should like to repeat here the actual words I used on that ot'l'nsiou : 

" ' The principle of settling cases on a fril'ndly basis wherever pmsible must also be 
applied by the Mixed Commission to the cases with which it has to dPal. Wht>n ot ht•r 
authorities have failed to bring about an amicable settlement, the Mixed Commission mu•t 
make one more effort to secure a compromise. An equitable armngement is ulwun 
preferable to an opinion given by the President with the possibility of an appt•a•l to tiw 
Council of the League of Nations ; and it is preferable not merely for the suke of reaching 
a compromise, but also because it enables a practical solution suited to the circumstum•ps 
of the case to be reached without delay. Cas~>s in which the Presid~>nt is forood to giVl•n 
an opinion should be the rarest exceptions. That is the view thnt I have alwnys tukt•n 
of my duties ; but if the President of the Mixed Commission is to be able to bring about 

·amicable settlements,· it is absolutely essential that the members of the Comrni••ion 
should personally intervene and use their good offices with the authoriti<'s of tlwir 
respective countries. Indeed, this kind of co-operation is aa essential p11rt of the work • 
of a Mixed Commission. It is further necessary that the competent authorities, as well a!/ 
the petitioner, should make an effort to come to an equitable arrangNn~>nt t~·ithin a 
brief period.' · 

• 
" I am sure that the Polish and German delegates will join with me in askin~t tlwir 

Governments and authorities to give me their effective support in my efforts at conciliution." 

M. SoKAL, on behalf of the Polish delegation, and Dr. N OEBF.L, on be~alf of the Gf'rman 
delegation, expressed their complete agreement with the ideas of the President of the Muted 
Commission. • 

5. Appeal to the Council. 

When an appeal is made to the Council under ~icl': 149, the Rapporteur may, lx>fore ~he 
opening of the Council.session1 enter upon an ex~nunatm_n of the substance of the quPstmn 
raised by the appeal with a VIew to the preparatiOn of h1s report. 

B. PROCEDURE FOR THE APPLICATION OF ARTICLE 147. 

(1) Urgent petitions will still be subject to t_he procedure laid down in the Council 
resolution of September 8th, 1928 (Chapter III, third p~agrap~ )h the Secretariat will be 

(2) Petitions which are not urgent, as soon as t ey reac b ' . 
communicated by the Secretary~General to the Govemm~nt conce::J: :,o~::yc~n~~ll~t~~l~: 
it may desire to make. They will be placed lont_the pfroSvispo~~~ 8th 1928 (Chapter Ill 
the conditions laid down in the same reso u Ion o e • ' 
third paragraph). . f th G emment concerned will be sent 

These petitions, together. wit~ t)le observations 0 e S:isted by the Secreiary-General, 
to the Rapporteur for exammatmn_. . If. the Rap~orteur, im ortant to ·ustify its examination 
concludes that the subject of the petitiOn 18 not s~me~tl{urt:er that th! case in question may 
by the Council under Article 147 of th~ Conve~tlon an ' that the Council should not examine 
be dealt with under Article 149, he Will mere r propose "oned in the rovisional agenda. 
the substance of the petition. Thi~ proposal WI~ be me::,~es the RaiPorteur's proposal, the 

When the Council, on adoptmg Itsdageilln a, tC: placed upon the final agenda. 
petition in question will be removed an w no 
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Petitions so removed will be submitted to the local procedure provided for under Articles 
149 e1 arq. of the Geneva Convention, and for tha~ purpose the Secretary-Gel!-eral will s~nd 
them in triplicate to the Government concerned, wh1ch w1ll forward them as rapidly as possible 
to the compt>tent Minorities Office. The period of forty-five days referred to in Article 39 of 
the Hules of Procedure of the Mixed Commission will take effect from the date when the 
p~>titioner submits to the Minoritie~ Office evidence t~at the. condi!ions provided ~~r in 
Article 150, Section 1, have been fulfilled, unless such evidence IS furmshed by the petitioner 
at an earlier date. 

(3) The procedure laid down in (2) above will not be applicable to petitions in any of 
the cases rPferrcd to below under (a), first paragraph, and (b), first paragraph. These 
pPtitions will simply be set aside by the Secretary-General, with the approval of the Rapporteur, 
and will not be placed on the provisional agenda of the Council. · 

(a) Petitions relating to questions which are being dealt with under the local procedure 
provided for in Articles 149 et aeq. of the Geneva Convention, while such procedure is pending. 

ll, however, any considerable delays occur in regard to the periods prescribed for this 
procedure, the petitions in question may be submitted directly to the Council under Article 14 7. 
The Council will then take a decision in regard to them. 

(b) Petitions relating to questions regarding which the President of the Mixed Commission 
has approached the official agent of the Government concerned in accordance with Article 585 
of the Geneva Convention. 

In such cases petitions cannot be sent directly to the Council under Article 14 7, until 
a decision on them has been taken by the administrative authorities ; or, if no such decision 
has bePn taken, until the expiration of a period of four months from the date when the President 

~J>f the lllixed Commission applies to the Government agent in question. The fixing of this 
p1•riod of four months cannot, however, be taken to imply an obligation on the part of the 

1 Government concerned to give effect to the action taken by the President of the Mixed 
Commission . • 

~) As Article 149 of the Geneva Convention only makes provision for petitions relating 
to the \iJplication and interpretation of the provisions of the third part of that Convention by 
administrative authorities who receive instructions through the proper official channel, petitions 
regarding matters not covered by that article may be sent direct to the Council under Article 
147, subject to the provisions laid down in paragraph (3) (b). 

Whenevtlr the Council of the League is asked to give a decision on the substance of a 
petition from a minority in German or Polish Upper Silesia, the Rapporteur may, with a view 
to the preparation of his report, begin to examine the substance of the question raised in the 
petition even before the opening of the session of the Council. 

JIIEETING HELD ON JUNE 13TH, 1929. 

The PRESIDEN"r, speaking as Rapporteur for minorities questions, said that at the public 
meeting on the previous day, the ~ouncil had adopted a report which he had submitted to it 
de.alin~ .wit~ certain an;an~ements relating to the procedure to be applied to petitions from 
nunontles m Upper Slies1a. These arrangements had been concluded in the course of 
conversations between representatives of Germany and Poland which had taken place in Paris 
under his chairmanship. • 

He desired to inform his colleagues that certain points connected with the questions which 
had formed the subject of public conversation bad also been dealt with in two letters addressed 
t? him by l\1. S?kal, on behalf of the PolisO.,delegation, and by Dr. N opbel, on behalf of the 
German delegation. Those letters were dated May 11th and 18th, 1929, respectively. 
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The two Governments in those letters had declared that the proposals 11·hi~h tht> Rnpportt•ur 
might submit to the Counc_il und_er p~ph 2, sub-p~graph 2, of the documt>nt, t>mbodying 
the arrangements for dealmg With ununportant qut>shons brought bt>fore the C'ounril unut•r 
Article 147 of the Convention of Geneva, would not give rise to any objrotions on the part of tht> 
representatives of the two Governments. 

Further, the two Governments had declared that they would fncilitate as r.u- as po~siblt' the 
task of the Rapporteur, if he should think_ it necess~.Y eitht>r to pro~ure supph•mt>!ltnry 
information from the Governments or to question the pehhont>rs. It was unde~tood t hnt, m t hl' 
latter case, the German and Polish Governments would undertnke res~tively to forw.ud to 
the petitioners the questions which the Rapporteur would formulnte in writing, and woultl st•ml 
to the Rapporteur the replies of the petitionl'rs, which rotdd be made I' it ht'r nrbnlly or in 
writing at their discretion. . 

The German and Polish Governments bad also declared that they would rontinue to ~nrry 
out as rapidly and completely as possible, the recommendations and wisht>s of the C'oun~iluf 
the' League of Nations con<'erning the questions affecting minoritit'B in Gernum anu l'oli~h 
Upper Silesia respectively. He was glad to be able to give this supplPmt'ntnry inform•~! ion to 
the Council. 

- -··------·-
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PART Ill. 

RESOLUTIONS AND REPORTS ADOPTED BY. mE ASSEMBLY. 

A.l63.19:!1. 
1. REPORT PRESENTED TO THE ASSEMBLY AT ITSSECO:SD ORDI:SARY SE&\ION 

BY THE FIRST CO.MMITTEI!: ON PROFESSOR GILBERT MURRAY"S MOTIO.N QI.' 
SEPTEMBER 12TH, 1921. .• 

Adopted IJy lhe Assembly on October 4111
1 

1921. 
Chairman: M. V. SciALOJA. 
General Rapporteur : M. Herluf ZAHLE. 
Sub-Committee Rapporteur : M. FREIRE »'ANDRADE. 

1:'he .Assembly, on September 15th, 1921, referred to the Jo'irst Commit.tee a motion 
sub~utted ~o the ~ssembly on September 12th by Professor Gilbert Murray, delt>gute fur t:!uuth 
Africa. This motion was worded as follows : 

"1:'hat, in ~rd~r.effectively to. carry o.ut the duties of the League in ¥uar1mtooi.ng the 
protectiOn of mmontles, .the Council be mVIted to form a permanent Vomnus.Uon to con•hler 
and report upon complamts addressed to the League on this matter and where nc1'tl~•a•ry 
to make enquiries on the spot." ' ' . ' 

~ 

The Cominittee heard on September 28th the report of the Sub-Committee whiuh had 
considered th~ procedure at 11,resent in for~ as regards the p~otection of minoriti••a by the 
League of Nations. The Comnuttee took speCial note of a resolutiOn adopted by the Council on 
October 25th, 1920, at Brussels. 

This resolution was worded as follows : 
" For a definition of the conditions under which the Council shall exerdse the power 

granted to it by the Covenant and by various Treaties for the l'rotection of Minorities, the 
Council approves a resolution which will be inserted in its Rulee of Procedure: 

" With a view to assisting Members of the Council in the exercise of tht'ir righh and 
duties as regards the protection of minorities, it is desirable that the !'resident and two 
members, appointed by him in each case, should proceed to conaider any petition or 
communication addressed to the League of Nations with regard to an infraction or danger 
of infraction of the clauses of the Treaties for the Protection of Minorities. Thie enquiry 
wonld be held as soon as the petition or communication in question had been brought to 
the notice of the Members of the Council." 

The Committee took note of the fact that, so far, no petition bad been brought before the 
Council by the Committees provided for in the resolution dated October 25th., 1 ~:!0. The 
Committee, however, is of opinion that the procedure provided for by the reso.lut10n 11 rapable 
of giving sati.qfactory results and that, in a general way, it meets the des1re expreHKed in 
Professor Gilbert Murray's motion. 

Professor Murray stated that he shared this opinion and withdrew his prop011al .. 
The Committee expresses its appreciation of the manner in which th.e Council, by its 

resolution of October 25th, 1920, anticipated and solved the question• rlllaed by ProfeKaor 
Murray's motion. · u · tte 

The Committee expresses its satisfaction at the steps taken by ?rfr. Murray m 118 rna ;• 
which make it possible for the Assembly to take note of the action already undertaken by t • 
Council. 

·For the discussions, see Records of the Second Ordinary SeBBion of the Assembly. 
Plenary Meetings, pages 184, 209-211, 835-837. 
Minutes of the First Committee, p~ 82. 
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A.M.1922.I. 
. .. ..... . 

2. REPO~T- PRES!;~l'ED TO TJi/.'l. ~EMBLY AT ITS THIRD ORDINARY SESSIO~ 
BY THE SIXTH COMMITTEE . ..... ~ . 

A~id py the: ,Ai11embly on September 21st, 1922. 

}>resident: M. Ie Jodkheer LOUDON. 
Rapporteur: M. MoT'rA. ·. . 

. The .\<ije~bly, in~ decision dated September 9tli, 1922, referred to the ~ixth Co~mittee 
the propoRals expressed in the general diSC\lSSion on the work of the Council concernmg the 
ouestion of the· protection of n!inorities : 

I. The proposal submittea by the delegate for SoutiJ. Africa, Professor Gilbert 
Murray, which runs as follows : 

" Th!it the questions dealt with in Chapter 9, Sections A, B, C and D of the General 
Report to the Assembly on the Work of the Council be referred to a Committee 
of the Assembly, with the request to report thereon to the Assembly in order that the 
latter may have an opportunity of expressing its considered view on these questions.'\ 

2. The propo~al submitted by the delegate for Lat. via, Dr. Walters. This proposal 
which enlarges the scope of the preceding one, is as follows : 

" Th&.t the questions dealt with in Chapter 9, Sections A, B, C and D of the 
General Report to the Assembly on the Work of the Council, as well as the general 

• questions arising out of the protection of minorities for all the Membel"ll of the League 
~- of Nations, be referred to a Committee of the Assembly, with the request to report. 
~i Jbereon to the Assembly in order that the latter may have an opportunity of 
"iaxpressing its considere_d view on these questions, and of laying down the main 

·Urtes for the general protection of minorities in the States Members of the League 
c~·~ation,s." 

-· The Siri"'·C~mlllittee discussed the important question of the protection of minorities 
. at five meetinr.:'lt" At the first meeting, Professor Gilbert MURRAY, the South African delegate, 
sublllitted drai'ti<'>.resolutions drawn up after protracted research and many conversations 
with important · 11\'rsons from various count-ries and miliewx. 

-These draft I~olutions run as follows : 
\· . 

· " 1. While";in cases of grave infraction of the Treaties it is necessary that the 
Council retain .its ··(\lll power of direct action, the Committee recognises that in ordinary 
circumstances the lleague can best promote good relations between the various signatory 
Governments and the minorities under their sovereignty by benevolent and informal 
communications with·: the said Government. For this purpose the Committee suggests 
that the Council might. reasonably require to have a larger staff at its disposal. 

" 2. In case of · di&putes -as to the interpretation of the Treaties or of their 
application in particular· tases or as to any matter of fact on which such application 
depends, the Committee re41ommends that recourse should be had without delay to the 
decision of the International Court. 

" 3. In some localities •pf mixed population, the Committee believes that the 
protection of minorities cannot 'l:!e securely attained except by the appointment of resident 
agents of the League to report hppartially on the behaviour of both, or all, sections of 
the population. \ · 

" 4. While the Committee recognises the primary right of the minorities to be 
protected by the League from oppril~tsion, it also emphasises the duty incumbent in the 
persons belonging to minorities to c().operate as loyal fellow-citizens with the nation 
to which they now belong. \ 

" 5. The Committee expresses the '\!ope that those States which are not bound by 
~ny legal obligation to the League with i;espect to minorities will nevertheless observe 
m t~Je trea~ment of their own minorities at leqst as high a standard of justic>e and toleration 
as 1s re(1wred by any of the treaties." 
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Although the Committee did ·not give its una ' ' · \ · ' · 
propo~als submitted. by t~e South African represen~~~ t appro'~. tQ n11 the point_, in the 
basis for the whole discusston. Many delegates then tO~ f: rt ~ey Pl'lb.Wttl •. an e:tti'I'Dlt>ly ust>ful 
subject, during which the Estonian, Finnish Latvian .-a: m~t>~ 11u;j>Jve discu~iou on the 
epecial proposals. The Committee unanimous'!y agreed' to~ Czte o:ilfolvlu: .dt>lt>gates subruittt•d 

· .. . . . op & o ~ng dt>elaratwns · 
1. While m cases of grave infraction of tlie ·llin · T ''I • . · 

the Council should retain its full power of direct ·acti on• 8 l'l'atu~ 1t ld Dl'('('ssaq )Iu~t 
il!'ordinary circumstances the League can best romote onr• he Colnnuttt>e ~gnises thilt 
signatory Governments of Minorities Treatiee iud pers!'i!"...j1a~ons betw';"t'n the V•llious 
linguisti~ ffi:inoriti~s placed under their sovereign It' b . Ullgmg to ral'ml, ro'!l:'l?ns or 
commumcat10ns With those Governments. For this purpos Ytl be~evolt>~t antl · wlornml 
the Council might require to have a larger secretarial taff :;; .jt

1
: d~~~~~r.~~ Sllt;gt>~ts that 

" 2. In case of difference of opinion as to ue:dion f 1 · · ,_ .. • • 
provisions of the l'llinorities Treaties between qtbe Go!eo aw ~r fact ansm!( out of the 
the States l'llembers of the Council of the Le " l ~ . rumen conc .. _rned and one of 
that the Members of the Council appeal ;\ue: • atwns, the Commn.t.-e l'l't•omnwntls 
Court of International Justice for a decisi:Z: ino::.:C~~dnaenceceisawr-,thdtPhlayl\1~ t~e. Pt•rmanPnt 
't be' d t d th t th th 1 e ' mont1~·s Treat11•• 1 mg un ers oo a e o er methods of conciliation prov'dl'd l b th (' ' 
may always be employed. 1 or Y . e oventlnt 

"S. While the Committee reco!pllses. tM primary right of the minorilit>s to be 
protected by t~e Leagu~ from_ ~ppressw.n, 1t also emphasises the duty inl'nmbent IIJmn 
p~~sons b~longmg to. raetal, re~gJOUB or linguistic minorities to co-operate I• 1 f •II • 
CitiZens WJth the nat10ns to which they now belong. ~ as 1 ya • uw 

" 4. . T~e Committee express.es the hope that the States w hlch are not bound by any 
legal obligattons .to the Le~e ~t~ respect to minorities will nevertheless ohsl'rve in the 
tre!i'tm_ent of thelf o'!n raCI~!, reli!Pous or linguistic minorities at least as hiJ(b a stan•hml 
of JUBtlCe ~nd tolerat10n as IS reqUll'ed by any of the Treaties and by the regular action or 
the CouncJ!. / . 

. I 
" 5. The Searet:uiat-General, which baB the duty to collect information con.,erning 

the m!l'n~er in which' the Mino~tiea Treatie~ ~ carri~d out, should not only asHi•t the 
Council m the study of complamts concernmg mfract10ns of these Treatil's but should 
also assist the Council in ascerta.4llig in what manner the persons belongi~g to radal 
Jingui,tic or religious minorities fulfil their duties towards thl'ir States. The informa~io~ 
thus collected might be placed at the disposal of the States Members of the League of ' 
Nations if the~ so desire." · 

Professor Murray, representative of South Africa, further pointed out that in certain ' 
localities of mixed population, where conflicts were frequent and serious, order had frequently · 
been maintained and tranquillity restored by the mere presence of con~uls or other 
representatives of foreign Governments, who could impartially report on events and bring to 
bear the influence of a wider public opinion. He observed that cases might arise in which the 
presence of resident representatives of the League might have an even more beneficent effect 
in view of the disinterestedness and the moral prestige possessed by the League, and suggelltP.d 
that the Council might well consider the desirability in suitable cases of employing such 
representatives, with the consent of the Government concerned, to allay public excitement and 
gradually restore tranquillity in disturbed districts. • ·• 

The Committee felt the force of these observations and wished to place them on record, 
but considering the variety of possible contingencies which may have to bi! met, and the wide 
discretion in the hands of the Council for meeting them, thought best not .to embody the 
proposals in a definite resolution. · 

Dr. Walters, Latvian representative, told the Committee th_at the Latvian d~legat!on ~ad 
hoped, by means of its draft resolution mentioned above, to give nse to. a thorongh mvestJgatwn, 
by the Sixth Committee of the minorities question, both as rega~ds 1ts general B8pects. and aa 
l'l'gards its details. He hoped that the Committee's discussi?n~ m1ght lead_ to the creation of a 
system of legislation for minorities founded on the same bas1s m all countnes. 
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The Finnish d~lega~ :the.n proposed th~t the Assembly .should ~equ~~t t.he Council to 
appoint a committ~ to Jll'f\lStJgat.e the que~tion of the protectiOn of mmorJtJes m.general and 
t~ submit a report to the nex\ Assemb1y. Th1s proposal was supported by the Estoruan delegate 
but ll"as withdrawn tll"ing t• the consi~eration that th~ resoluti~ns already adop~ed by th~ 
Committee and mentioned a.bove prov1de for a searchmg ell:qwry by the Council and the 
Secretariat into minorit.ies questions, and also that the establishment of a special committee 
li"Ould involve. considerable expense. 

The Committee has the honour to ~ubmit the follo~g draft resolution to the Assembly : 

" The Assembly approves the report of the Sixth Committee with regard to the 
protection of minorities and accordingly takes the ~ollowing resolutions : 

" 1. 'Whlle in cases of grave infraction of the Minorities Treaties it is necessary 
that the Council should retain its full power of direct action, the Assembly recognises 
that in ordinary circumstances the League can best promote good relations between 
the various signatory Governments and persons belonging to racial, religious or 
linguistic minorities placed under their sovereignty by benevolent and informal 
communications with those Governments. For this purpose, the Assembly suggests 
that the Council might require to have a larger secretariat staff at its disposal. 

" 2. In case of difference of opinion as to questions of law or fact -arising out 
of the provisions of the Minoritiea Treaties, between the Government concerned 
and one of the States Members of the Council of the League of Nations, the Assembly 
recommends that the Members of the Council appeal without unnecessary delay 
to the Permanent Court of International Justice for ,a decision in accordanee with 
the Minorities Treaties, it being understood that the ~ther methods of conciliation 
provided for by the Covenant may always be employed. 

I, 

" 3. While the Assembly recognises the primary ight of the minorities to be 
protected by the League from oppression, it also emp asises the duty incumbent 
upon persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic · orities to co-operate as 
loyal fellow-citizens with the nations to which they now \elong. 

" 4. The Assembly expresses the hope that th~. Sta:~ which are not bound 
by any legal obligations to the League wi~espect to Mil\orities will nevertheless 
observe in the treatment of their own racial, religious or linltic minorities at least 
as high a standard of justice and toleration as is required by ny of the Treaties and 
by the regular action of the Council. . · · . 

"5. The Secretariat-General, which has the duty to ·collect information 
concerning the manner in which the Minorities Treaties are carried out, should not 
only assist the Council in the study of complaints concerning infractions of these 
Treaties, but should also assist the Council in ascertaining in what manner the persons 
belonging to racial, linguistic or religioua minorities fulfil their duties towards their 
States. The information thus collected might be placed at the disposal of the Statee 
Members of the League of Nations if they so desire." 

For the discussions, see Records of the Third Ordinary Session of the Assembly. 
Plenary Meetings, pages 37-38, 42-43, 48, 60-61, 77-78, 92, 96, 99-100, 102, 170, 186. 
Minutes of t.he Sixth Committee, pages 11-12, 13-15, 17-21, 23-26, 27-30. 
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A.98.19~3.I. 

3. REPORT SUB!!IITTED TO TilE ASSEMBLY AT ITS FOCRTH ORDIXAHY SE'~I 
. BY THE SIXTH COMlliTTEE. I 1 ~ O~ 

Rapporteur: Professor Gilbert MURRAY . (..c th Afrka). 

At its meeting on September 22nd, 1923, the· Assem y adoptetl a n> 1 r h' 
I had submitted to it and which was worded as follows : 80 u Ion 11· lt'h 

· " The Assembly refers to the Sixth Committee, r consideration tl . · 
the procedure in dealing with the protection of millo ie~ mentioned in' pa~~\1.:':~~~~ ~~ 
Chapter 8 of the Supplementary Report on the work f the Council and u1e Sec~tlu-iat ... 

T~e Sixth Committee conside~ed. this question at.· meeting on Septembt•r 25th. Th~ 
Committee was good enough to mVIte me to be pr!lent on that occasion 1 dn> th 
Com~ttee's attenti~n to th~ pr.o:posals ~oncerning t.Jj8 p~ocedure to be follo~t'd in m:ttor~ 
regard~g the protect10~ of mmont1es, which are contalled m the Notes addressed to the Lt~llj:Ut> 
of Natwns by the Polish and Czechoslovak Gove~mnents; these Notes are mentioned in the 
Supplementary Report on the work of the Councll 'and of the Secretariat. 

At its ~eeting ~m September ~!h,1923, the Cou•cil, after having considen>d these prt1p11811
t
8

, 

defined vanous pomts and modified to some extent the method .of procedure in force until 
now. · 

An interesting discussion took place in the Sixth Committee, in which the reprt•sunt..1th·••• 
of l'oland, Roumania, Bulga!ia, .Latvia, .Estonia and Hungary took part, WI did also tht> 
Chairman, M. Hymans, who, m hiS capamty 811 a member of the Council, was good enough 
to furnish certain information regarding the acope of the resolution of the Council. 

The Committee did not discuss the various clauses of the Council resolution of &•pt.omh11r 
5th, but confined itself to !he consideratio~ of. one particular point, namely. the clause or t.he 
resolution according to which the commumcatwn to the Members of tJ1e League of mino!'itil\< 
petitions and observations (should there be any) by the Government eoncerned, in conrormit.v 
with the resolution dated ~e 27th, 1921, shall be restricted to I he Membel'll of tbe Conndi. 

In thi~ connection the ommittee desired to recall the re.qolntion adopted by the Third 
As>embly on September st, 1922, paragraph 5, which is worded WI follows : 

" The Secretarial. which ha/ the duty of collectin!l' information I'ODI·erning thn 
manner in which the .. Minoritie~:rra.ties are carried out, should not only aMsiRt the Courwil 
in the study of complaints concerning infractions of these Treaties. but should al•o aMiKt 
the Council in ascertaining in what manner the persons belonging to the rudal,lingui•t.ic, 
or religious minorities fulfil their duties towards their States. The informut.ion thuA 
collected might be placed at the disposal of the States Members of tbe League of Natiun• . 
if they so desire." f 
The Committee unanimously aPeed that this resolution was applicable to the minoritiu• 

petitions which, under the terms of the C~mncil resoluti~n of September ?th, 19:!3, shall be 
communicated to the Members of the Council. The Committee therefore dec1ded to recommend 
to the Assembly to adopt the following resolution : 

"Under the Resolution of the Council, dated September 5th, 1923, the communication 
of minorities petitions shaD be restricted to the Members of the Counril. llowevl!r, 
by virtue of paragraph 5 of the Assembly resolution, dated September. 21 Mt, 19~~ •. any 
Government :Member of tbe League can make a request to. the Secretanat for Jl"~ttwn• 

·(with the observations of the ~overnment concerned) which h~_v1e been commumcatt•d 
to the Council to be commumcated also to that Government. 

F th d . · . R~ords of the Fourth Ordinary Session of the AKscmhly. 
or e ISCUSSions see "". . N 13) 39 43 45 67 93 PI M t' ' (0/ficlalJournal SpeCialSupplement o. , pages , ·, , , · · Mia::[! :fe ~~~s Siith Committe~ (Offieial Journal, Special l:!upplement, No. 19) 

pages 11, 23-21. . 

• '!'his resolution was adopted by the Assembly at its meeting ~n &ptl'mber 26th, 1923. 
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A.88.1925.L 

4. UEPORT AND RESOLUTION SUBMITTED TO THE ASSEJIIBLY A.T ITS SIXTH 
• ORDINAR\ESSIO~ BY THE SIXTH COl\Il\IITTEE. 

Rapporteur: Count VAN LYNDEN VAN SANDENBURG (Netherlands). 

The Assembly,cby its decision of September 15th, referred to the Sixth Committee the 
following proposal submitted on September 14th, 1925, by M. Oalvanauskas, Lithuanian 
delegate : -· ' • · 

"The Lithuanian delegatio~ proposes that the Sixth Assembly of the League should 
-set up a special Committee to prepare a draft general Convention to inClude all the States 
l\lembers of the Lelljlle of Nations and setting forth their common rights and duties in 
regard to.minorities.' • 

The Sixth Committee fully discussed this very important question at its meeting on 
September 16th, many tlelegates taking part in the discussion. On the one hand, the attention 
of the Committee was drawn to the fact that the Treaties and Declarations for the protection 
of minorities of race, language or religion are only the concern ·of certain States, while ot.her 
States are exempt from such obligations, and this would not be in conformity with the principle 
of equality between States. On the other hand, several delegates point~d out that this way of 
looking at the question was not correct, since the special position of States bound by certain 
Treaties or Declarations was the result of special circumstances prevailing in those States. 

During the discussion, the question also arose of the procedure followed by the Council 
and the Secretariat for dealing with concrete questions relating to the protection of minorities. 
In this connection, the Committee discussed paragraph VI of Chapter 7 of the Supplementary 
Report to the Assembly on the Work of the Council, on the WOfk of the Secretariat and on 
the Measures taken to execute the Decisions of the Assembly. ·Seteral speakers paid a tribute 
to the work accomplished by the Council in the executi(ln of its dellcate duties and emphasised 
the merits of the procedure at present in force; some suggestions were made that this procedure 
might be improved, but it was pointed out that, wbatl\ver was do11e, the provisions of the 
llinorities Treaties must be respected. ' ' \ 

At the end of the discussion, it was proposed that the Committee should recommend 
the Assembly to give its formal approval to the above-mentioned pan of the report, and this 
proposal was favourably received by various speakers. , 

M. Bend, the Czechoslovak representative, proposed that, in view of the difference of 
opinion mentioned above, the Committee might unanimously recommend that the Assembly 

··should refer the discussions of the Committee on the Lithuanian proposal to the Council of the 
l-eague. 

In view of this proposal, M. Oalvanauskas, Lithuanian representative, stated that he 
withdrew his proposal. In order to bring M. Benes' proposal into line with the situation thus 
created, Viscount Cecil, representative of the British Empire, proposed that the Committee 
should adopt the following resolution : 

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

Viscount Cecil's proposal was approved by the Committee. 

The Sixth Committee has decided to submit the following draft resolution to the 
Anembly for approval : 

" The Assembly takes note of the Sixth Committee's report with regard to the 
protection of minorities and adopts the following resolution : 
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" ' The Assembly approves that part of the Re . • 
the Work of the Secretariat and on the Measures tak po~ on the\\ ork of the ('oum•il, 
Assembly, dealing with the procedure followed ~n ° ex~ut~ the l>t>ci.Uons of the 
minorities (paragraph VI of Chapter 7 of the Su l:~h regard to the l\1'\llt"t•tion or 
representative having withdrawn the proposal ;~bn -~f~6' ~eport). The Lit.buanian 
1925, the Assembly requests the Secret -Generalu e Y 1m. on St•ptt>mllt'r Hth, 
the discussion which has taken place in ~e Sixth Ctoo co~ttmu!llcab~ to the t'ou~~t•il 

. mnu l'e ID I I& conn~tion.' " I 

For the discussion~, see Rec?~ds of the Sixth Ordinary Ses~ion of the Asltllmbl 
Plenary Meetmgs (OffJmal Journal, Special Supplement No. 33) P•"'•]-73 77 S7 

105-107. ' -..-~ ' ' • 
Minutes 9f the Sixth Committee (Official Joun~al Special s 1 t "' 

pages 15-21, 21-22, 41-42. ' 11PP emen ••O. 39), 

A. 66. 1930. I. 
5. REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ASSEMBLY AT ITS ELEVENTH ORI>INARY 

SESSION BY THE SIXTH COMMITTEE ADOPTED BY THE A&!EMBL y ON 
SEPTEMBER 30TH, 1930. . 

Rapp~rteur : M. Moru (Switzerland). 

In _conseque!lce of the ~solution adopted by the_ Assembly on the motion of tho Ot>rmnu 
delegatiOn, the S1xth Comm1ttee has d~voted th_ree of. Its meetings to the queMtion or rninuriti""· 
A lar~e number of delegates spok_e d~mg the d1Scuss1on. I should like, fir•t of all, to empbn•i•~> 
the h1gh level of the debates mamtamed by all the speakers in expressing tbl'ir view11 and to 
state that the discussion of such an essentially delicate subject was conducted through~ut with 
the utmost friendliness and courtesy on all sides. · 

The discussion brought to light very marked differences of opinion, both on q•w•liun 11 
of principle and on questions of procedure. I do not think there is any n~>ed now to go into 
these differences in detail; they can be clearly seen in the speeches recorded in the Vommittee'• 
Minutes. 1 

One of these differences concerns the general question whether the AMMI!mbly- and 
consequently the Sixth Committee- is competent to discuss the guarantee that the Lt>ague 
has assumed on behalf tpf minorities in the so-called Minority Treaties. t:!ome member• 
maintained that the Assembly is competent because it is the supreme orgnn of thv J,eugu••, 

.while others observed t at the Minority Treaties have entrusted the question exdu•iv .. Iy to 
the Council. All the elegates agreed, however, that the question of rninoritif's could be 
discussed by the Assem ly in virtue of Article 3, paragraph 3, of the Covenant of the League. 

Without dwelling oo long on the differences of opinion, I shall try to M•lect from the 
debate a few general i as on which I gained the impression that we were all agreed. 

·All the delegates id stress upon the capital importance of the minoritit•A probiPrn. All 
agreed that it is on of the problems which may affect the peace of the wo~ld. All 
emphasised the fact at the problem is worldwide and concerns the whole or mankm~. All 
the delegations look pon respect for religion, language and culture aa sacred. Unamnuty on 
this point is a fact fundamental importance. . · . 

All the speaker without exception, referred to the procedure ~~rodu~d by a unanJrnou• 
vote of the Council t its Madrid session on June 13th, 1929 .. Opmwne dlffpr at1 to wht<t~•'r 
the Council has au ority to alter that procedure without the co~sent of _all ~be t:!tates wbJcb 
are bound by the inority Treaties. It was observed that thl8 questiOn 18 perhaJ>B more 

' 'l'bis J'csolnt" n was adopted by the AMembly on 8rptemb..r 22nd. J92;j, 
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tht>ol'('t iC'al tha~ really practical. Despite ·certain criticisms, nobody maintained that the 
:\fadrid prOl'l'dure, which was an improvement on. the former pr~cedlfre, should be alt~red 
at the pl'('~t>nt juncture. It was generally recogmse~ that the trme•that ha~ elapsed smce 
its adoption was.not long enough to a!low of a fmal JUdgmen~ -based on expen~nce. Nobody 
<lisputt'd that the Council should contmue to take all the actwn that was poss1ble under the 
prort'dure in force. 

In the course of the debate, I had occasion to point out that the duties of Rapporteur 
to the Council on. minority questions have always been entrusted to representatives of non
I~uropean countries-Brazil, Colombia and now Japan. We were unanimous in our 
appreciation of the valuable services that. those countries have rendered, and are rendering, 
in this matter to tho cause of a good understanding among the European peoples. 

The view that the system of protection should be generalised and extended to all 
minorities, whether protected by special treaties or not, was emphasised by a number of 
•Jlt'akers. It is not for me, as Rapporteur, to express an opinion, because on this point the views. 
and feelings of different members of the Committee are clearly divided. There did, however, 
appear to be unanimity on one point- namely, that the existence of the Minority Treaties, 
and the fact that the League has ~o ensure, and does ensure, their application, are contributing 
to the development of a new spirit. This spirit, despite the absence of any legal engagement, 
has permeated, in a moral sense, both States which have undertaken treaty obligations and 
those which have not. 

All the speakers, even though upholding different views, e.xpressed the opinion that the 
solution of the minorities problem was to be found in constant co-operation and mutual 
confidence between the majorities and minorities in each country. It is most satisfactory 
to note the statemmts made on this subject by several distinguished speakers of eminent 
authority. The discussion in the Sixth Committee would have been of real value, even if 
this had been its only result. The main idea brought out by the debates was co-operation 
bt>tween majorities and minorities. Majorities must be just and generous, and minorities 
must be loyal. Governments must constantly endeavour to smooth the way for mutual 
understanding and confidence and for co-operation between the majority and the minority. 

The discussion in the Sixth Committee also touched upon\ the objects for which the 
~·iinority Treaties were intended. It would be unwise to dwell t110 much at present on this 
aspect of the question. These objects are many, but it will suffic~ to observe- and this is 
a point on which there can be no serious divergence of opinion- that one of the chief aims 
was undoubtedly to remove the obstacles raised during the course of history and as a result 
of the world war, which prevent majorities and minorities from working together. Such 
co-operation is one of the conditions of prosperity for individual countries, and of lasting 
peace for the world as a whole. . 

These, in brief, are the general ideas which have emerged from the discussion of the 
~ixth Committee, and which should be set down as its most important results. · 

I have the honour to propose that the Assembly be asked to take note of this report.· 

For the discussions, see Records of the Eleventh Ordinary Session of the Assembly: 

Fifth Plenary Meeting (September 12th, 1930). · 
Eighth Plenary Meeting (September 13th, 1930) .• 
Eleventh Plenary Meeting (September 16th, 1930). 
Thirteenth Plenary Meeting (September 16th, 1930). 
Eighteenth Plenary Meeting (September 30th, 1930) 

:&Iinutes of the Sixth Committee. 

Second Meeting (September 19th, 1930). 
Third Meeting (September 20th, 1930). 
Fourth Meeting (September 22nd, 1930). 
Sixth Mooting (September 24th, 1930). 
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APPEXDIX • 

. DISCUSSIONS AT THE OrJiEa SESSIONS OP 'l'HE ASSF.llBLY. 

l!'ifth Session : •. 

Plenary Meetings (Official Journal, Special Supplement. No. 23), pagt>a 3:1, 36, 37, 
87-88, 97-98. 

Eighth .Session : 

Plenary Meetings (Official Jowrnal, Specia~ Supplement No. 64)1 page 67. 

Ninth Session : 

Plenary Meetings (Official Jowrnal, Special Supplement No. 64), pllgt'S 31-3~, 68, 6:1, 
67-68, 68-69, 82-83, 91, 92, 178. 

Tenth Session : 

Plenary Meetings (Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 76), pllgt'S 36, 43-4-&, 64, 
69-70, 74, 82, 87, 98, 104, 109, 112. 


