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SIXTH ~OMMITTEE 

• (POLITICAL QUESTIONsf. 

SL~ VERY . ....:.... MANDATES. - RATIFI(iATION OF THE A~REEMENTS AND 
CONVE:NTIONS CONCLUDED UNDER THE AUSPICES OF TJiE 

• LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

. 1. SLAVERY: DRAFT CONVENTION. 
2 .. MANDATES. 

AGENDA . 

3. RATIFICATION OF THE AGREEMENTS AND CONVENTIONS CONCLUDED UNDER THE 
AUSPICES OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS . 

... 'FIRST MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, September 7th, 1926, at 4:30 p.m. 

Chairman : M. DE BRoucKERE (Belgium). 

1. Election of the Chairman of the Committee. 

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium) was elected Chairman on Tuesday, September 7th, at 
a m~eting held in the ,salle de la Reformation at 11.40 a.m. 

2. Election of the Vice-Chairman. 

• The CHAIRMAN, after haVing thanked the members of the Committee for having done 
him the honour of electing him Chairman, asked the Committee to proceed to the nomination 
of a Vice-Chairman .. 

• 
. M. CoRTINA (Cuba) proposed that M. Nemours (Haiti) should be elected Vice-
Chairman. · · 

The motion was seconded by the delegations of the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, 
Liberia,. Chile and Venezuela, and, no other candidate being proposed, M. NEMOURS was 

.• uFwnimously elected. · . 

3. Publicity of the Meetings of the ·Committee. 

On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, the Committee decided to hold its meetings in public. 
' . 

4. Form of the Record of the Meetings of the CoiDiilittee. 

· The CHAIRMAN, in accordance with the request made by the General Committee of the 
Assembly, reminded the members of the Committee of the character of the record ortheir 
proceedings. The delegates should not expect to find in the Minutes a verbatim 
record of their observations but only a summary of the principal points of the discussions. 
Members·would, of course, have every opportunity of making corrections in the provisional 
Minutes. 

5. Conclusion of an International Convention on Slavery and Conditions analogous thereto: 
. Question of Proeedur.e . 

• The CHAIRMAN recalled that the only question so far referred to the Committee was 
that of the conclusion of an International Convention on Slavery and Conditions analogous 
thereto. He asked his colleagues if they had any sugg~~tions as to the procedure to be 
adopted in dealing with this question. · 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that the principles of ·the draft 
Convention had been discussed at length last year and that the draft had been approved 
by the Sixth Committee and the Assembly. The draft Convention had been referred to 
Gg,vernments for their observations and submitted to. the seventh ordinary session of the 
Assembly for the consideration of any further amendments, and with a view, if possible, to 
the signing of the Convention during the progress of the Assembly. He suggested, therefore, 
that it would not be necessary to have any general discussion again this year, and proposed 
that at the next meeting the Coinmittee should at once proceed to consider the Convention 

• 
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. ~ hae ah.;.eady been made by different 
article by article. A · numbe\ oft c~mTumdain ~~e Convention, and no doubt the various 
Govern~ents as to what oug J ~ e oun definite amendments in the light of those. 
~:~~~~i~!ti=s~ld T~:t $~~~~~e ca§e 

0 aft~:~t as regards thtf British delegation: . . 
Count Bc.."'IN-LONGARE (Italy) and M. DE !ouVENEL (France) agreed with oVIscount 

Cecil's proposal, which 'was adopted by the Cgmmitiee. o • 

· · d "th th eport by Sir Austen Chamberlam, The CHAIRMAN explamed that, m accor ance WI e r C 'I (1) a . d d to add the 
which was adopted by the Council on June 9th, 1926, the ounci : eel e " 1 · 
following question to the agenda of t~e seventh ordinary dsescsiond?i. the A~::::gb~~s: th~~~~ .~: 
· f ·an International Convention on Slavery an on I IOns a . . • 
(~)~u~gested to all the States Members of t~e Ltehaguce that t~hey s~~~:g;:X~ {~:~~~~~.~~f~~~ 
to the Assembly the necessary powers to sign e onven IOn. h d . d t 
the Committee had ah:eady ~ken a decisi?n o.n th?~~ce~u~{0c~~~~~fi:~ ~~cl! b;g~~icle~ 
start the next meetmg w1th the exammatwn o e r d th 
As to the second point, he doubted whether all. delegates had the necessarylo';~rsd a1n t e 
Committee might have to consider whether It would not be necessary or ~ e ega. es 
concerned to take up the matter with their Governments. He thought that this questiOn 
might be adjourned for the moment. . 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) suggested that M; Gohr, Chairma.n of 
the Temporary Slavery Commission, who had rendered such .great serv1~e to th~ Commi~es 
last year, should be asked to attend the meetings of the Sixth Committee this year a so. 

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) strongly supported the prs~sal. '" 

The Committee agreed. 
The CHAIRMAN said that the Secretariat wou!d be asked to ta~e the necessary steps 

to secure the attendance of M. Gohr at the meeti!J-gs of the Committee. 

SECOND MEETING 

Held on Friday,· September 10th, 1926, ·q.t 5 p.m. 

Chairman : . M. DE BRoucl{tRE (Belgium). 

6. Discussion of the Draft Convention on Slavery and Amendments thereto. .. 
The CHAIRMAN recalled the decision taken at the last meeting that there would be no 

general discussion but an examination of the draft Convention article by article, as agreed 
jn 1925 (documentA.19. 1925). He also mentioned that some of the amendments proposed 
by Governments were reproduced in documents A. 10, A. 10 (a) and A. 10 (b). 1926. 

0 

Preamble. 

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the Preamble. 
M. PARRA-PEREZ (Venezuela) had not available the Spanish text of the reply of 

the Venezuelan Government to the Secretary-General concerning the draft Convention 
on Slavery. His delegation, which knew the views of the State Department concerned 
and the relevant facts, was nevertheless under the impression that the French text of this 
reply, published in document A. 10 (b), dated August 31st, should be interpreted to mean 
that the Government of Venezuela in no way considered the conclusion of an international 
arrangement on this question to be in a general manner superfluous. It thought only that 
the provisions of the national legislation now in force provided the Venezuelan Government 
with sufficient means of fulfilling its duty in this. connection in the spirit of the draft 
Convention. Since the problem did not therefore arise in the case of Venezuela, its 
signature had not been thought necessary. 

M. Parra-Perez would take the opportunity to raise another point which he considered 
of great interest. According to the decision which had been taken at the first meeting, 
the Committee was not to enter upon a general discussion of slavery but would discuss 
article by article the draft Convention drawn up by Lord Cecil. This was a very practical 
method of procedure, with which he entirely agreed, and would enable the Committee to 
examine during the course of the discussion the very important amendments or additions 
proposed to the original text by the various Governments, more especially by the Govern-
ments of Belgium, Great Britain and Germany. , 

Nevertheless, he would draw the attention of his colleagues, even before the discussion 
began, to an interesting passage on page 9 of document A. 10, dated June 21st 1926. 
This passage concerned a letter forwarded by His Excellency Mgr .. Maglione 'to ti-1e 
Secretary-General regarding. the question with which the Committee was to deal. The 
observations .of t~e Apos.tohc Nuncio shoul~ .b.e b.orne in mind in the sense that they 
concern_cd. pomts mtcrestmg the cause of c1v!hsatwn. Thus, for example, it was obvious 
that missions had always been the.most cffechve method of leading the natives of certain 
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• ~ountries away from a condition of barbarism and incorparating them • I1lorally and 

mtellectually in the comfuunl'ty of 'llations. Mgr. Maglione feared however that tbfl' 
?missions in the Cecil scheme to which he referred would run counter' to a work which 1m 
JUstly considered to be of eapital importance. • "' · ot 

1\f .. Parra-Perez would be very happy to know, duri~g the discussion which was abdiif 
to begin, th~ views of those of his colleagues who would contribyte towa~s elucidating tHe> 
qftestion of the extent to which the fesrs of the Holy See were well founded and 
the extent to which it would be possible to allay them should the present Committee find it 
within"its power to do so. irft 

· Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD "(British Empire) pointed out tltat his Government b~Jl 
proposed the following addition :to the third paragraph of the Preamble of the dra'ffr 
Copvention : · nA 

" . . . and recognising that it is necessary to conclude-to that end more detail~ 
_ arrangements than are contained in that Convention. " ~:rt 

. The provisions as to slavery in the Convention of .St. Germain-en-Laye were, in fa~ri! 
confined to a single very brief clause. He therefore thought that the Preamble would We 
more complete if it were expressly stated that the purpose of the present Convention was 
to carry' out in a more detailed fashion the principle laid down in that clause. · 

r~v 

Count VAN LYNDEN (Netherlands) suggested that the discussion on the Preamble sho!U~ 
be deferred until after the articles had been considereq. It would be more useful aM 
more 12ractical to adopt the Preamble when the subject-matter of the Convention had beeJit~ 
definifely established. '""• _ ·9 b 

M. HAMBRO (Norway) suoported this proposal. He thought that it would be speciallY' 
convenient to defer the consideration of the second British amendment until a decision had 
been taken on Article 6 of the <_lraft Convention. 

Sir Joseph CooK (Australia) also suooorted the above proposal and said that it was an 
invariable practice all over the British Empire not to discuss the title, etc., of a convention 
until its text had been definitely adopted. · 

. Lt;!q 
. The CHAIRMAN noted, as a result of this exchange of views, that the members of "'t\~ 

Committee had no objection to adjourning the discussion of the Preamble until the te~li 
"of the articles had been examined. · onu 
· Count BoNIN-LoNGARE (Italy) said that the Italian delegation willingly agreed to 
the proposal. · 

In reply to the question raised by the delegate of Venezuela concerning the aoprehenJ 
sions expressed by the Apostolic Nuncio at Berne, he would point out that the Preamlmlu 
of the draft Convention showed that it was destined to comolete the Convention roli 
St. Gocmain-en-Laye but not to abrogate all its provisions. Article 11 of the St. Germain 
Convention contained provisions which should allay all fears. If. however, it aopeareiih 
that those stipulations needed· further confirmation, the Italian delegation would beJilla! 
favour of any proposal to this effect. 1o 

• The Committee decided to postpone the consideration of the Preamble. rlw 
:~ 

The CHAIRMAN stated that he was bound to take account of the decision of the Committee 
that there should be no general discussion. If there were points of a general character which 
interested any of his colleagues, he booed they would submit them to him. He wo\l.J9 
then endeavour to find an article during the discussion of which those points might be raistjij2 
The question referred to by the delegates of Venezuela and Italy might thus properly be 
discussed when Article 8, which spoke of the abrogation of previous conventions, was being 
examined. ron 

Article 1. 

. The CHAIRMAN said that, with reference to Article 1, the German Government, in-~~ 
reoly to the· Secretary-General (document A. 10 (a). pages 9-10), had proposed that ~lUi 
following paragraph should be substituted for the definition of slavery .which was given 
in the draft Convention : 

" Slavery is the status of. a person over whom any or all of the powers attaching 
to the right of ownershtp are exercised, under private law, by some other person or gro.ilP. 
of persons. " :sw 
He would ask the German delegate whether this amendment could be. consideredn~~ 

formally submitted to the Committee. r · 
Dr. voN ScHUBERT (Germany) replied in the affirmative. · :> n~ 
Viscount CECIL oF CHELwooo (British Empire) said he would be grateful if his German 

colleague could tell him what was the exact difference between the words which he proposed 
to insert and the words of the draft Convention. He understood what was meant by t~\t 
insertion of the words " some other person or group of persons ", and. although he shotllh 
not have~thought them necessary, he had no objection to them, as they did not seem• td 
alter the sense in any way. He wished, l10wever, to know the meaning of the words " undt'i­
private law ". 1?.~1 

• 
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• • (G ) thought that tl1e reasons on which the amendment 
ra_r~;~~d ~~:!~~;b~en ;:~::Yn the letterwhicl!the Ge~man•Governm~nt had addressed 

was s (d t A. 10 (a) page 10) It pointed out that It was necessary 
to the .Leagu~· ocumten • .,hich e~i<>ted in Africa; it was a'lso necessary to add words 
~h~tn~~~dc~k~n a~~~u~sn~ only ~f. l?ersons being purchased or sold as sla:es bu~ also 
of those captured oin the co~rse of hostihbes. • . . 

Viscount CECIL oF CHELWOOD (British Emnire) was sure his German colleague would not 
think him undulv pressin~ if he pointed out that the letter froT' the Ger_man ?ov~~~e~i 
diil not fullv explain tll,e proposed amenrlment. The words unrler pnvate a.w mi~ 
possiblv have a clear meaning in the original German or in the French translatiOn,· but to 

c AMlo-Saxon lawvers they would hardly be understandable. On the. other hand, he 
doubted whether. it was reallY desirable to refer expressly to ownership hy a person eor 
groun of persons, as that would seem to exclude any public authoritie~.' The .State co~ld 
hardly be defined as a ,:!roup of persons, and it was conceivable that m certan'! countnes 
there were slaves which dirl not belong to private individuals but to the State Itself. He 
therefore preferred the definition as it stood. 

M. LouwERS (BeMum) said that this question of d~finition had be~n a subiect. of 
verv ·long discussion last year. He nevertheless felt obh,:!erl to return to It. The Bel,:!Jan 
Colonial ·Authorities had not been verv well satisfierl with the .definition .contained in the 
draft Convention. They had said that, because a person exercised the r1ght of property 
over another person. the latter person was. no~ necessarilv a sl.ave; in other wonts; the 
definition was not sufficiently general. In his VIew, the arlcfi{ion 1ust Proposed by Germany 
was not adequate. He therefore wished to move the following definition : 

"Slavery is the state of a person who has not the enjoyment of his full natural 
rights. " 

He particularly wished to draw attention to the word " enioyment " used here in 
preference to the word "exercised", because a person might exercise natural rights without 
having the eniovment of them- for instance, a minor, or a person under restraint by order 
of court. A definition of " natural rights " was not necessary, because the term was 

- • • - S> 
understood in all countnes and contm~nts .. 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that, with 'the greatest respect 
to his Belman colleague, he hoped the Committee would not adopt his amendment, which 
would really not give a satisfactory definition of slavery in any way. If slavery were the 
non-enjoyment of natural rights, it would mean that everybody tinder anv restraint O]: 

discipline would be within that definition. He instanced the case of forced labour, the case 
of a soldier under discipline, etc. He hoped that the Committee would adhere to the 
broad lines of the definition which had been drawn up last year. It had been the subject 
of very careful consideration by a special Sub-Committee. After a long discussion, in 
which the Belgian representative took part, and also M. Gohr, who was as great an authority 
a.; anybody on slavery, the present wording had been arrived at as the best definition. • 

M. LouwERS (Belgium) said that he would not press his motion or reply to Viscount 
Cecil, as he did not wish to prolong the discussion, but, as a matter of fact, he thought that 
some of the observations of his British colleague were the result of misunderstandings. · 

. The CHAiRMAN said that only the German amendment and the original text were 
now before the Committee, but it was still open to any delegate to move other amendments. 

Sir Joseph CooK (Australia) asked the German delegate to explain what he meant 
by the -words " under private law ". Did he mean, for instance, the case of a man with 
slaves to sell and another with money to buy slaves '? Even that, he thought, would come 
under some law of contract. " Private law " seemed to him a contradiction of terms. 

Dr. voN ScHUBERT (Germany) said that the Germa·n Government had only proposed 
the present wording because, as it explained in its letter, there were certain customs in 
Africa according to which the word " property " was not understood in the same sense as it 
was in Europe and America. The natives used the term " property " to describe certain 
conceptions for which they had no proper expression. He desired, however, to respect 
the discussions which had taken place in the Committee last year, and his Government haQ 
only made the present proposal for the sake of clearness and not with a desire to obtain 
a contrary effect. · 

Count BoNIN-LONGARE (Italy) supported the motion of Viscount Cecil to maintain 
the original text. The definition given in the draft was really 2 very satisfactory one because 
it was the simplest. The German definition left a doubt as to whether there might not 
be ca.~es in which slavery c?uld not be reco~nised, and ~he d~finition proposed by the Belgian 
deleg~te, as had been pomted out by VIscount Cecll, m1ght apply to all persons under 
restramt. · .. 



-u_.. 
• 

. ~- touwERS (t3elgium) .said•that heohad not replied to Viscount Cecii bec~use he did 
not w1s4 to prolong the discussion, but, if these points were going to be referred to, he would 
have to speak in defence of hLs proposal. _ • • 

Cq,unt B~NIN-LONGARE (Italy) said that, as the deieg. ate for Belgium did not press his 
motion, he hoped the· Committee would accept the existing formula, whic'b was, after all, 
the- simplest. • . . - . 

. T~~ CHAIRMAN said he understood that the German delegate was prepared to accept. 
th~ pngmal text. . · 

Dr. voN ScHUBERT (Germany) replied in the affirmative. 
"The original draft was adopted. · 

The CHAIRMAN said that he thought the Committee would agree that the present 
reading should be considered as a first reading. It might be desirable to have a second 
reading when the draft had been finally considered by a Sub-Committee. 

The Committee agreed. 

Article 2. 

• • • 
The CHAIRMAN said that the German Government had moved several amendments 

to Article 2; The first of ,these was to the effect that paragraph (b) should read as follows: 

• 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake ... , etc . .. 
• .. • • • • • • .. • • • • • • It_ • • ._ ... • • ... .. 

" (b) To abolish slavery in all its forms. " 

The German Government had also proposed to add the following paragraph : 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake ", etc . 
'' . 

• • • • • • •. • • •· •. • • • . -'!7 ·- • •. • • -· • • . .. • 

- " (c) To endeavour, as far as possible, to bring about the disappearance of condi-
tions of servitude resembling slavery, e.g., debt slavery, sham adoption, childhood 
marriage, traffic in women, etc. " 

Mr .• Jacobus SMITH (South Africa) in the first place wished to state that in the Union 
of South Africa any form of slavery was unknown ; its territory was so highly organised that 
any practice approaching slavery. would immediately be discovered and stopped. 

In the article of the draft Convention which was now under discussion, it was proposed 
to bring about progressively the disappearance of domestic slavery. In certain respects 

.it went further than Article l by applying the definition to conditions wherein no property • 
of one person in another was recognised by law: As drafted, it would seem to go beyond 
the objects of the Convention, or, if it did not go beyond those objects, there seemed no 
reason why so-called domestic slavery should not be included in the definition of Article- 1. 
It was even uncertain as to what, under the provisions of Article 2, should be suppressed. 
The draft spoke of domestic slavery or similar conditions - an expression which was meant 
to include debt slavery, slavery disguised as adoption, etc. Persons subjected to a regime 
of this kind had the enjoyment of their rights or they had not. If sui juris, they could only 
become subject to domestic slavery by voluntary act .and would then not be covered by 
Article 1 ; if not sui juris, they could only be subject to domestic slavery or similar condi­
tions by acts of their lawful guardians -that is, they were under a form of paternal power. 
If the above conditions did not apply, then they could only have become domestic slaves 
because somebody had acquired a right of property in them, and they would then be slaves 
as defined in Article 1, and there would be no object in Article 2 (b). If no right of 
property existed in them, the scope of this draft seemed to compel signatories to interfere 
with social customs, and this might be highly unsatisfactory and have disastrous results 
when dealing with peoples wlto had grown up under a different social and moral code. 

The insertion ·of the word " progressively " suggested that the Committee was not 
quite sure of the objects it had in view, and he considered that, in arranging a charter for 
these peoples, the language should be very clear. 

Viscount ·CECIL OF CHELwoon (British Empire) said that he was not quite sure whether 
the German amendment was really a practical one. The Committee last year took as 
the basis of its discussions the report of the Temporary Slavery Commission, and it seemed 
from that report that where slavery was. really an institution, fortunately in very few 
"l:ountries now, it was not practicable to abolish it immediately. An attempt to bring 
about abolition by one stroke of the pen might result in economic diOl.culties for the 
whole country and for the slaves themselves .. It was for that reason that the Committee 
had adopted the words " progressively and as soon as possible ", which at first sight might 
seem rather weak. In the German letter it was stabd that domestic slavery was clearly 

• • • 
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slavery and therefore would fall under _the pr?visi~n req:uiring_J.ts imfl!-edi~te abolition. He 
thounht that there was a certain risk m makmg It an Immediate obligatiO;"-, and to~1d ~e very" aJad to hear from tilt.' German representat~ve whether ~he thought It pr_ac ICa . e o ·• 
ask all the countries represented to agree to a proposition that slavery shou_ld be rm_medratela 
abolished. He would have thought this to be really a counsel ?f p_erfectwn .• ·With~ rega~ 
to paragraph (c) of the -German proposal, he "saw no great obJection to enumeratmg .. t e 
d;fferent forms of servitude which closely approached to slavery. . " 

Sir William VINCENT (India·) said that, as regards certain small unadministered areas 
~n the frontier of India and the· Indian States, a declaration would have to be made exclud­
ing these areas from Article 2 (b). · The constitutional position was_ that ~any o! ·these 
States lenislated for themselves, and con~equently the Government ?f _lndra desired to 
except tl~m from the operation of Article 2 (b) in its present. or any si~Ilar form. 'Ihere 
was a form of slavery in unadministered tracts on the frontier of Indi~, and an_ ll.ttempt 
was being made, successfully in part, to suppress it, bU:t the Governm_ent of. India wo~ld 
not undertake the responsibility of enforcing, by military power! the Imm~d.Iate cessatl?n 
of the present situation in those territories. In the rest of India the positron was qmte 
different. Slavery was forbidden by law. 

M. HAMBRo (Norway) hesitated to vote for. any_ amendfl!-ent" that. seein~d to go fm;th~r 
than was practicable, and he had also a cert.am d!IIi~ulty m followmg VIscount _Cecil m 
bringing into the definition other forms of ser.vitude which approached slayery. This would 8 
be to make the Convention more extensive and was more or less trespassmg on the work of 
the Fifth Committee. The result might be a confusion wai.ch would hinder the v~ry work 
that they intended to help and further. 

Dr. voN ScHUBERT (Germany) understood very well t}lat it mlght not always be P?Ss!ble 
to take radical measures which in certain cases might have disastrous results. In prmciple 
he thought, however, that if it were proposed to abolish slavery as wide a definition as possible 
ought to be adopted. In order· to a:ttimuate ·any difficulties which might arise out ·of the 
adoption of the proposed amendment,-the German Government had also proposed another 
amendment to the same article expressly providing for certain transitory measures. 

M. NEMOURs (Haiti), Vice-Chairman, proposed the following amendment to paragraph (b), 
which would seem to correspond to the intentions of the :British and German proposals : 8 

" To endeavour to bring about as soon as· possible the disappearance of all 
voluntary or involuntary subjections. " · 

. He reniinded his colleagues thai, until the eighteenth century, French law had permitted e 
a person to engage himself to go to the colonies, where he was in fact a kind of slave up to the 
moment when he had paid his debt to the owner of the ship. The French Revolution of 1789 
had abolished these practices. What had been done by the French legislation the League 
of Nations .might do for all peoples. The honourable delegate for India might be assured 
that this would not lead to any greater troubles than those which had been experienced 
in the French Mercantile Marine or in the colonies. · 

But another reason induced him to ask for " the disappearance of all subjections• even · 
voluntary ". In law; as it stood at present, the mere conception of subjection, of voluntary• 
slavery c?uld not he pumitted. No contract of this kind could be accepted. An individual 
had ~o nght. to_ renounce in favour of another the rights allowed him by law. A contract 
of this de_scnptlon was null and void. Agreements freely made were recognised by law 
?nly when they were in accordance with the general principles of law . 

. The delega~e of Haiti asked that this sign of progress, which was embodied in, the legis­
lation of all natwns, should be equally established in the Convention which was being drafted. 

Sir William VINCENT (India) said he desired to add in the first paragraph of Article 2 
the wo~d " suzerainty " between the words " sovereignty " and " jurisdiction ". . 

With regard to the J?-eW paragraph (c) proposed by the Gennan delegation, he pointed 
out th!lt another C?mmittee of t?e Le3:gue of Nations was dealing with the question of 
tr3:ffic m women, which was an entirely different matter. He alsq thought that it would .. be 
qu_Ite unreason~ble to. ask the Government of India - where a long-standing practice of 
childhood mamage eXIsted -. at the. present moment to commit itself " to endeavour as 
far as possible, to bring about the disappearance of . . . childhood marriage". ' . 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that most of the sp~akers hal not definitely expressed their 
preference for one amendment or another. In view of the difficulties which the discussion 
had ma~e evident, he asked his colleagues whether it would not be preferable to request the 
Secn;tanat to draw l;IP a table ?f the amen.dments su_bmitted.. The Committee might 
appomt a Sub-Commrttee, on whrch those With a specral techmeal knowledge could be 
fully represented and which would analyse the various amendments. 

Viscount CEciL OF CHELwooo (Britlsh E~pire) agreed with the proposal of the Chairman. 

~.J. HAMBRO (~~rway) _asked whether the Sub-Committee would at present only b& 
called upon to examme Article 2 or whether it was the intention that all the material 
sho~ld be S?nt to the Sub-Committee at once. In the latter case, he doubted whether any 
~avmg of tJ'!le would really_ take place, as several important questions of principle were 
wvolved whrch would certamly have to be discussed in the full Committee 

(.. . . ' 

' . 
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V~scount CECIL OF CHEL-WO~ (Britwh Empire) suggested that, if any me~ber ·or the 

Committee who was not a member of the Sub-Committee had any particular amendment 
to propose, he might be heard by the Sub-Committee. 'II 

. . . . . 
· The CHAIRMAN, in reply to M. Hambro, said it had been his intention to propose that 

Article. 2 sho~ld at once be referred to the Sub-Committee, but he wouldo not conceal the 
fact that he had intended to ask the Commj.ttee afterwards if it '-'ould not refer the whole 
Convention to the Sub-Committee. The discussion had shown that the debate would be 
very tecJmical in character. It was true that there were some large questions of principle 
at issue, which must be debated· in the full Committee, but~ even so, it seemed desirable 
that. those questions should first go to the Sub-Committee in order that it might crystallise 
them - if necessary, in the form of majority and minority texts - so that the Committee 
coul~ have something definite to discuss. He fully agreed with Viscount Cecil's suggestion. 

• 

7. Appointment of a Sub-Committee to consider the Draft. Convention on Slavery. 

The Committee agreed to the proposal of the Chairman that a Sub-Committee should 
b!l appointed, composed- of delegates_ of the following countries :. Abyssinia, Australia, 
Belgium, British Empire,· France, Germany, Haiti, India, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, 
J;>ortugal, South Africa and Uruguay. 

. ~ . 

. The Japanese delegate, who had also been nominated by the Chairman, asked to be 
omitted from the list. . . . · · · 

On the proposal of Viscount CECIL, -M. DE BROUCKERE was asked to preside over the 
Sub-Committee. · · ., • · · - · 

THIRD MEETING 

Held on Friday, September 17th, 1926, at 10 a.m . 

.• 
Chairman : M. DE BRoucKERE (Belgium). 

8. Ratification of Agreements_ and Conventions concluded under. the Auspices of the 
League of Nations: Consideration of a Draft Resolution submitted to the Assembly by 
Viscount Cecil, Delegate of the British Empire. · 

The" CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the draft resolution proposed by Viscount 
Cecil, delegate of the ·British Empire, concerning the ratification of the agreements and 
conventions concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations, had been. referred to. 
the· Sixth Committee for consideration. The resolution read as follows.: · 

• "The Assembly, 
" Observing with. regret that many conventions and agreements concluded· under 

the auspices of the League of Nations have remained ineffective or have only come 
into force after undue delay owing to the difficulty experienced in securing a sufficient 
number of ratifications· by the signatories : · 

. " Desires to call the attention of the Governments of all States Members of the 
League to the necessity for taking all measures In their power to facilitate and expedite 
the ratificat~on in all cases of conventions and agreements signed in their _name; . 

... And decides to invite the Council of the League to examine the possibility of 
appointing a committee to consider whether any general understanding could "!>e 
promoted that would secure rapid and, if possible, simultaneous action by the signatones 
of such conventions and agreements. .. . 

He ope11ed the. discussion on this question. 

Viscount CECIL oF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that the subject was of considerable 
importance, particularly with regard to commercial conventions, because their .non-ratifi­
cation produced a condition of uncertainty and. unrest in commercial circles which was 
prejudicial to progress and prosperity. Document A. 6 (a). 1926, Annex, indicated the 
situation as to the ratification of conventions concluded under the auspices of the League. 
The report gave information concerning conventions with regard to International Labour, 
Transit and Communications, Traffic in Women and Children, Obscene Publications, Traffic 
in Opium and Other Dangerous Drugs, Trade in Arms, Refugee Questions, Arbitration Clauses 
on Commercial Matters, Customs Formalities, and Amendments to the Covenant. 

• 

• A number of these conventions, some of them conclu.ded four or five years ago, had not 
yet been brought into force altogether or in an effective way. The machinery for ratification 
diliered in various countries. In some, the passage of. a definite law was necessary; in 
others, ratification could be ordered by the Administration, even without the approbation 
of Parliament. It might be valuable to draw up a ~tatement of the formalities required 

• • • 
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in various ~ountries. The Council might adopt a l!'tanding,ordec th~t onlle ev~ry. six 111.0nths 
a special report should be submitted to it as to the position of vanous outstandm~ convel!­
tions and treaties. That re;>ort could be examined by a conynittee of .the ~ouncil, and, If 
the committee found that ratification was proceeding unduly slowly, ~t might be abl~· to 
make suggestion

0
s resulting in greater rapidity in bringing into operation th! convtntions 

that had been signed. o · . . 
Viscount Cecil suggested the appointmelft of a small ~ub-Comm1ttee of the ~~th 

Committee to ·collect evi®nce from members of the Secretanat and of the .International · 
Labour Office who had experience in this particular subject, and to make practicali'foposals 
subsequently to the Sixth Committee. - · .• 

l\1. CoMNENE (Roumania) agreed with Viscount Cecil but wished to · draw. attention 
to the fact that in connection with some conventions drawn up under the auspices o{, the 
International Labour Office and which had not been ratified, the Internatio.nal Labour Office 
had taken measures of a particular nature. · He enquired whether Viscount Cecil had all 
conventions in view, including labour conventions. · 

Viscount CEciL oF· CHELWOOD (British Empire) replied that he was not considering 
labour conventions, as a special procedure was applicable to them. · 

l\1. CoMNENE (Roumania) thought the Committee -might take account of what had been 
done by the International Labour Office, as its experience might prove to be of use. · - . 

Sir George FosTER (Canada) agreed that it was necessary to speed up ratifications. 
In so far as his country was behindqand he would do his be~ to see that arrears weril caught 
up. There was an impression that the methods of carrying out the decisions of the ~rgans 
of the League were not as businesslike-as they should be. He thought the chief smners 
against prompt ratificatioll were the Great Powers themselves. He considered that the 
Members of the Council, now enlarged, might well exert their influence in speeding up ratifi­
cation. Delay was caused in some countries, in· Ca,nada in ·particular, owing to the Consti-- ·. 
tution and the fact that the Provincial Assemblies had to be consulted and to give their 
approval. -

Sir Joseph CooK (Australia) could not say if his country also had been tardy in ratifying 
certain conventions. Perhaps they were all guilty. The federal system was, in Australia 
as in Canada, partly responsible. It was also to be noted that, in cases wheJ;e 
ratification had been delayed, .it was sometimes due- to the fact that legislation was ahead 
of the proposals contained in the conventions negotiated under the regis of the League. 
He ~bought it would be of value to get into touch with the International Labour Office and 
to profitbythe experience of thM body, which was trying not only to facilitate ratification ~ 
but also to se~ to what extent it was being_ carried out. · 

l\1. DE JoUVENEL (France) agreed with Viscount Cecil and suggested the appointment 
_ of a S~-Co~ttee to report to the plenary Committee - on Monday if possible. -

9. Ratification of Agreements and Conventions concluded under the Auspices of the 
League of Nations: Appointment of a Sub-Committee. 

c 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Sub-Committee should consist ,of : 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) ; 
M. DE JoUVENEL (France); 
Count BoNIN-LONGARE (Italy). 

• 

He said. that t~e Sub-Commit~ee would naturally ·call upon the competent officials in 
the Secretanat and m the InternatiOnal Labour Office for information and report to the 
plenary Committee. · 

10. Mandates : Res~lution proposed by Dr. Na11~en, lJeleg~te of Norway: Atljournment of 
the DISCUSSIOD . 

. The CH~IRMA.N placed before the Committee a resolution which had been transmitted 
for Its consideration. The resolution had been proposed by Dr. Nansen and referred to 
Mandates. . - · 

0 

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) asked for postponement of the consideration of the question 
as he had not had time to prepare his ·speech. · ' 

The CH~IRMA!'I enquired wh.ether any other member of the Committe~ was ready to 
speak on thiS subJect, and, as this was not so, the matter wa.~ postponed until the next meeting. 

11. Progress of the Work of the Committee. 

The CHAI!IMAN ~alled the attention of the Committee to the fact that; in addition to" 
the two q!-lesh?ns d!scussed that da~, there ":as also the question of Slavery, which was 
before a Sub-CommJtt~e, an~ that Sub-Committee had instructed a Drafting Committee to 
prepare a draft of certam articles. It was necessary to hasten business as much as possible 
and he called upon the members to limit their speeches to what was absolutely necessary; 

• • 
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• • • 
otherwise it might be necessary to sit in the evening if the. work was to be com preted within 
a week. · · • • • · . . 

• Viscount CECIL OF CHE~wooo (British Empire) pointed out that the work before the 
Committee was of gre~t international importance and should not be unduly rushed, even 
at the.~xpem~e of causmg the Assembly to sit for a day or two Ionge~ than it might 

• 

• 

otherWise do. • 
• • 

!he CHAI.RMAN. suggested· that the Sub-Co~mitte~ on Slavery should•sit at once to 
consideP certam articles of the Slavery ConventiOn which were not under consideration bv 
the Drafting Committee. . · ' 

• 
This proposal was adopted . 

• 

FOURTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, September 21st, 1926, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : M. DE BRoucRERE (Belgium) . 
. . 

12. Qtfestion of a 1\laximum '"l.tmit ol Expenditure in connection with the Work of the 
League : Communication from the Fourth Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that he, as well as the other Chairmen of the 
Committees of the Assembly, had received the text of a resolution adopted by the Fourth 
Committee taking note of the tendency of the budget of the League to increase, and point­
ing out the necessity of resisting that tendency, having regard to the economic situation 
prevailing in the world, and the importance, therefore, of not losing sight of the necessity 
of fixing a maximum expenditure, in order that .the contributions of the various Members 
should not exceed the present scale. 

As a matter of fact, the Sixth Committee seldom took decisions which involved 
e~penditure. 

13. Progress of the Work of the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN said that it appeared, as the-result of a meeting of the General Committee 
of the Assembly, that the Assembly would be able to finish its work on Saturday, Septem­
ber 25th. The General Committee, of course, was .not issuing instructions to the various 
Committees of the Assembly, but it hoped that it would be possible for the Sixth Committee, 
without in any way neglecting its work or doing it in a superficial manner, to conclude its 

· labours in sufficient time to permit the Assembly to rise on Saturday. In these circum­
stances, it might perhaps be necessary for the Committee to sit concurrently with the plenary 

• Asselitlbly. · 

14. Ratification of Agreements and Conventions concluded under the Auspices oftbeLeague: 
Report of the Sub-Committee. 

The following report 'Of the Sub-Committee appointed at the last' meeting of the 
Committee was read : 

" The Sub-Committee met on September 17th at 4 p.m. and, after discussing the draft 
resolution proposed by Viscount Cecil, delegate of the British Empire, it decided to submit 
the following draft resolution to the Committee : 

·" ' The Assembly, 
" ' Observing with regret that many conventions and agreements concluded 

under the auspices of the League of Nations have remained ineffective, or have only 
come into force alter undue delay, owing to the difficulty experienced in securing a 
sufficient number of ratifications by the signatories : 

" ' Desires to call tfte attention of the Governments of all States Members of the 
League to the necessity for taking all measures in their power to facilitate and expedite 
the ratification in all cases of conventions and agreements signed in their name; 

" ' And decides to invite the Council of the League to call for a report every sL""< 
months on the progress of ratification and to consider methods for securing the more 
rapid bringing into force of these agreements and conventions. ' " 

The CHAIRMAN submitted that, as the question had already been discussed, the 
Committee might proceed at once to adopt the report. . . 

The report was adopted. 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELwooo (British Empire) was appoilited Rapporteur to the 
Assembly. 

• 

• 
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The CH~IR!IIAN thourrht it unnecessary to ask Viscount Cecil to draw ilp a new report, 
as the report of.th~ Sub-~ommitte~ wo~ld suffice. t>ViscouF1t Cel:il might make any comment 
upon it that he wished m p;esentmg It to the Asse!Tlbly. - _ • 

• 
15. Mandates. o 

c 6 

_ The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee "of the- following .resolution adopted by the 
Assembly, on the proposal of Dr. Nansen, on September 15th, 1926: • 

" The Assembly, . . . 
" Following the precedent already established m preVIous years: · . 
" Decides to refer to the Sixth Committee the annual reports of the mandatory 

Powers the reports of the Permanent Mandates ComU?-iss~on, and all other documents 
dealing' with the mandates 9uestion 'Yhich have been distn~uted to the Members of the 
League since the sixth ordmary sessiOn of the Assembly. 

. ' 

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) said that the points requiring ?iscussio'} ,;ere matte:s of broad 
general principle and it was desirable that they should be discussed m full Committee b_efore 

-being passed to a Sub-Committee for the preparation of a report to the Assembly. He Wished 
to ra1se certain points : (a) minor matter~ arising out of various reports of the Mandates Co!U- e 
mission, upon which no formal resolutiOn by th~ Assembly was n~cessary bu~ to which 
reference might be made in the_J:eport of the Co"}mittee; a?d.{"b) questiOns of more lll~t·JOrtance 
upon which the Assembly might adopt defirute resolutions. ~ 

_ It was gratifying to note that, for the examination of the reports of .most of ~he 
·mandated territories durin~ the past year, the mandatory Powers had sent a representatty-e 
with a direct knowledae of the conditions in the territory, in several cases one of the chief 
administrative officials" on the spot. This was practical evidence of a co-operative spirit on 
the part of such Powers, of which the Assembly should express its appreciation. 

The members of the Committee had no doubt learned with satisfaction that definite 
arrangements were now bein~ made for the sale to the public, through the Secretariat, of the 
annual reports of the mandatory Powers. The fact that those reports had, up to the present, 
not been more readily availabie had been of undoubted inconvenience. Special referen'i:e 
should be made to the generous offer of the Japanese Government to provide copies of their 
reports free of charge. ·· 

.- - A final agreement had just been reached between the Portuguese Government and the ' 
Union of South Africa concerning the frontier between Angola and the mandated area of 
South-West Africa, and regarding the waters of the Kunene River. The text of this agree-_ 
ment would shortly be available for the members of the Assembly, but had not yet been dis~ 
tributed. It was impossible, therefore, to express any opinion on its merits, though it was 
desirable that the Committee should express its satisfaction that a long-standing dispute had· 
been amicably settled. 

< The Mandates Commission was satisfied with the explanation of the meaning of thl!' term• 
" in full dominium " given by the Government of South Africa, as applied to the railways 
and harbours of South-West Africa. The Commission considered, however, that the text of 
the law providin~ for their administration should conform to the interpretation ~iven by the 
. Commission, and the Union Government would be able, no doubt, to meet this -reasonable 
request. 

· Appreciation should be expressed of the fact that the Commission had given a great 
deal of attention to the fundamental problems arising in connection with the administration 
of African territories - native labour, education· and public health. 

Among the less favourable minor points in the reports of the Mandates Commission was 
the fact that the. importati~n of alcohol into many territories had increased during the past 
year. The question of the liquor traffic was of the greatest importance,_particularly in Africa. 
Up to the present, the hope expressed by the Assembly during its fifth ordinary session that 
the definition of technical tenus concerning the liquor traffic in mandated territories should 
be as little delayed a_s -possible had not borne definite results. The matter was again before 
the M~ndates CommissiOn, and he thought the hope might be hpressed that there should be 
no further delay. · 

The M!lnd!ltes ~?mmission had ex~ressed regret that the mandatory Powers had not 
always rephed m wntm~ to the observations 1tlade by the Commission on the administration 
of their mandated territories. It would seem useful that this procedure should always be 
followed in order that ~ pennanent record might be made of the comments of the mandatory 
Powers - a record which would be of value to the Commission, the mandatory Powers and 
the other ~!embers of the League. . .. 

Al_th_ough the mandatory arrangements for Iraq had been in force for two years, the 
Commisgwn had not yet been able to. exami!le the conditions in that territory. This delay 
was .to be regretted, bu~ had ,no doubt been mevitable because of the political situation con­
cermng the ~Iosul frontier. fhat ma!ter was now s:ttled and it was hoped that there would 



-17-

• h.e P? .further obstacles to ~lie carrying out by the Mandates Commission of the ;ocmal respon-
Sibilities of the ~eague Wiflt regtard to tile Government of lraq .. The examinations which 
were now to begm would, he was convinced, assist in the development -of the governmental 
system now being built up i.n that territory. • - ca 

. Qn several occasions the Ass.embly had adopted general resolutions recording apprecia­
-.~Ion of the W'ork done by the Mandates Commission and giving st.rong suplJort to the action 
It 'had taken. !here was every reason to foJ.low this practice also ihis year. The Commission 
had had more Important work than ever before in the year just ended, and> had dealt with 
matter! of the very gravest political importance which must have taxed to the utmost its 
wis~o~, patien?e and courage. Several meetings had been held; and its work had occupi~ 
a co_nsi~erable number o~ weeks, ap~rt from the preparation for the meetings. Anyone 
lookmg mto the mass of literature which each member had to study would appreciate what 
sel~sacrificing devotion had beeil shown. He suggested the adoption by the Committee 
of the following resolution containing ·expressions based largely upon a speech made by 
Dr. Benes at the last meeting of the Council, at which the report of the Commission on the 
work of the last session was discussed : 

" The Assembly,_ _ 
" Recalling the opinion of the Council that full latitude should be left to the Com­

mission as regards reports, and its decision that the Commission should examine the 
whole administration of the mandatory Powers with a view to determining whether that 
administration- had conformed .to the interests of the nafive population: 

_ • " Desires to record 4b high appreciation of the admirable work done by the 
Permanent Mandates Commission, and of the tact, devotion and complete impartiality 
which it has shown in carrying out its difficult and delicate task. " _ 

Dr. Nansen said that there had been so much misunderstanding about the quesJ;ionnaire 
prepared and' approved by the Mandates Commission in June last that the Sixth Committee 
might also endeavour to throw light on the matter. · The object of the questionnaire 
was to facilitate the work of the mandatory Powers in drawing up their annual reports 
and to make it easier for the Mandates Commission to find the necessary information without 
asking so many supplementary questions. The questionnaire referred only to the B and C 
cnandates, and was not concerned with Syria, Palestine and Iraq. · 

The Council, however, had up to the present not been able to recommend the adoption 
of this questionnaire. Some of the statements made during the discussion in the Council 
appeared to be based on misunderstandings and could perhaps not be considered as represen­
ting the mature judgmeJlt of the members had they had .full opportunity of considering the 
report of the Commission in all its bearings. One member, for example, had said that the 
questiQnnaire pointed to a tendency to extend the authority of the 1VIandates Commission 
until " government would no longer be vested in the mandatory Power but in the Mandates 
Commission". No one who read the published llfinutes of the Mandates Commission or 
its reports could imagine that any such intention existed . 

• Again, another member was reported in the Minutes of the Council to have stated that 
South-West Africa was an "integral part of the Mandatory's own territory." That wa!i 
probably a misreport of what the representative of South Africa had said, because Article 22 
of the Covenant merely provided that territories under mandate " can best be administered 
under the laws of the Mandatory as an integral portion of its territory ". That was a dis­
tinction and a· difference of the greatest importance, and it was desirable either that the 
Minutes of the Council should be corrected or that some statement should be made to clear 
up the matter. 

. The real importance of the -discussion in the Council lay in the fact that. it must leave ~m 
the minds of those who read the Minutes the impression that the Council, or those of Its 
Members who were also mandatory Powers, were of opinion that, in dr~wing ~p the 
questionnaire, the Commission had in some way unintentionally exceeded. Its . legitimate 
rights and powers under the Covenant. He felt sure that a careful exammahon of the 
questionnaire wotlld show that this view could not be maintained. The Commission had 
only completed and amplified its original questionnaire and had given a great deal of time 
and care to the work. He saw no difference, in principle, between the original questionnaire 
and the proposed new one ;obut if any member of the Sixth Committee had any ~o_ubts on 
the point, he hoped that M. Van Rees and other members of the Mandates Comnuss10n who 
were present would be able to remove those- doubts. . 

Another point that was discussed by the Council resulted from the decision of the 
Mandates Commission to ask the Council whether it would be desirable to draw up a code of 
rules for the hearing of petitioners in person; the Commission expressed at the same time 
its belief that it would be :wise to make use of such a procedure only on very rare occasions. 

There was certainly some danger of abuse of the right of petition, which might under­
mine the authority of a mandatory Power, but, on the other hand, the right of petition might 
be considered a valuable safety valve; it was even held by some authorities that in some 
mandated territories- Palestine, for example -the exercise of the right had actually improved 
~he relations between the different racial and religious elements of the population. 
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He had ~0 fixed opinion as to the ~erits of tho~e ~iews, but t!1e mat~er seeme? t~ him 
to be of broad general importance and one which t'he Sixt& Co!\lmitt~e might consider and 
upon which· they might hear the vi~ws <?f M. Van. Rees or any of h1s colleagues.. It was 
evident that misconceptionf prevmhld m the mmds of melll.bers of the .c<?uncll on the 
matter. Nothing was further from the minds of the members of the CommissiOn t~an that 
it should hear }M!titioners without having also the comments of the m3;nditory P.owers. 
The right of petition was"" obviously one of the. important methods by which the Manda!es 
Commission could secure information. 

" 
Dr. Nansen then proposed the following draft resolution: • 

" The Assembly decides to transmit to the Council the ~in.utes of the d~scuss'ions 
of the Sixth Committee on the question of man?ates and t<? mVIte t~e Council to take 
this record into consideration when the draft list of questiOns relative to the ammal 
reports on B and C mandates comes up for final discussion. " · . · 

1\L VAN REES, Vice-Chairman of the Permanent Mandate.s Commission, thanked 
Dr. Nansen for his speech, which would certainly be greatl~ appreciated by all. the memb~rs 
of the Mandates Commission. He only desired to refer .bnefly to the t~o pomts o!l.wh1ch 
he had been asked to give information : the questionnaire and the hea~ng of petitiOners. 

At its very first session, the Mandates Commission had endeavoured, m order to proceed 
in the most methodical way and, at the same time, to facilitate. the drafting of the annual 
reports by the mandatory Powers, to group under certain headings pre~ise question~ w~ich 
it would be likely to discuss when examining the annual.r~orts.. This was th:e h1stoncal 
origin of the original q.uestionnaires for the B and C mandat~s, which were subm1tte& to the 
Council, approved by 1t on Oct?ber ~Oth, 1921, and ~ransm1tted to the mandatory ~o~er~. 
It was evident that these questiOnnaires, drafted durmg the first year of the CommiSSIOn s 

·existence, could only be of a provisional character, as it was materially impossible to foresee 
from the outset all the questions of principle which would be raised by the application of the 
mandates system. The Commission had had accordingly to be. content with questionnaires 
of comparatively restricted scope and had reserved the right to supplement them later in 
the light of the experience gained during the course of its work. Wishing, however, to avoid 
the impression of creating difficulties for the mandatory Powers, the Commission had refrained 
from preparing a final questionnaire until five years after it had adopted the original revised 
questionnaires. And, even then, so anxious was it to avoid any appearance of exercising its 
supervisory mission in a spirit of mistrust towards the Mandatories that it did not even give 
the new document the title of " questionnaire " but employed the very neutral and innocent 
term " list of questions ". · 

' What, in fact, was this questionnaire ? It was only a reproduction in concrete form of 
the various questions discussed with the accredited representatives of the Mandatories, 
who had never raised any objection in this connection; it was, so to speak, only a conden­
sation of the previous work, and a faithful reproduction of the questions which had aecupied 
the Commission's attention. The list submitted to the Council contained nothing new and, 
therefore, c_ould not indicate any intention of adopting a new line of action towards the 
mandatory Powers more embarrassing for them than that which the Commission had hitherto 
Jollowed. . 

As to the hearing of petitioners, he quite saw that the few lines in the report dealing 
with this important question could have given rise to a misunderstanding with regard to the 
~cope of the opinion the Council was asked to pronounce. The Commission might plead that 
It. had thought !hat this part of itS report would have been read in conjunction with the 
l\linu~es and their annexes. If .that had be~n done, there was really no room for misunder­
standmg, as Annex 3 to the Minutes eontamed. a perfectly clear note which had served as 
a basis for all the discussions and which clearly showed the spirit in which the hearing of 
petitioners had been contemplated. . · 

He would like to read this document, which would clearly show how the Commission had 
conceived this problem : 

"The embarra.ssing question of procedure in regard to -petitions has once again 
en&aged the at!enbon of the Permanent Mandates Commission. ":hile the provisions 
!aymg. ~own th1s. procedure, as approve~ by the Council, do not rule out the possibility 
of pebtiO_ners bemg heard by ~he Co~m1s~ion, they. ~o not expressly provide for such a 
step. Hrtherto, the Commrss10n, actmg m the spmt of these provisions has refused 
to hea~ petition~rs desi~ous of submitting ~heir grievances of'ally. It considered that the 
Council, when It provrded that no pe.bbon should be examined until the mandatory 
Power concer.ned ~ad. had an opp.o~!lmty of appendin,:(its obseFVations, seemed to have 
ruled ou~ ~y rmplicabon the poss1bilrty of any direct discussion between the Commission· 
and petitioners. · 

. ~· Th~ Co'!Jmission is in full ag~eement with the views which dictated the Council's 
?eciSlon~ m th1s ~atter. The expenence of the last few years has, however, shown that, 
~n ce~m exceptional c~ses, !he pro~edure laid down might not give full effect to the 
mtentwns of the Council, which desires that any complaints made to the Commission 
should be thoroughly and impartially considered. · 

" '':hen a case of thi~ kind is brought before the Commission the latter in accor­
dance w1th the procedure m for~e, examines it in t~e light of the ~bservation; made by 
the mandatory Power and sometimes of the declarat10ns of the accredited representative . 

• 
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' . 
1'~10ugh the members ~£.the £ommisoion have the most absolute confidence ln the good­
~1!1. of all t~e ~andat?ry Powers, they are bound at times to feel a certain uneasiness 
m simply reJectmg pebtJ,ons on the observations of lhe St:lte against whose action these 
petitions are directed. . • 

• ". I .fe,.el th!lt, in-~rde~ to gua~d the League of Nations against the ch.arge of apparent 
P_artmhty which might m certam cases be brought on acco\lilt of this somewhat one­
sided procedure, an~ to dispel genuine "misunderstandings which might not be removed 
by. t~1s procedure, 1t wou)d perhaps be desirable to consider its improvement. 

At the same time, my colleagues are as fully aware as I am of all the drawbacks 
• !in? even dangers, involved in the adoption of new rules, which ill-disposed or mere!~ 
1!1-I.nformed persons might regard as an encouragement to recrimination. The chief 
desire of the Commission is to do nothing· which might add unnecessarily to the heavy 

• burden of the mandatory Powers. It is indeed specially well placed to understand the 
conscientious manner in which these Powers administer, on behalf of the League of 
Nations, the territories entrusted to their care. At the same time, the Commission will 
b-e readily excused if it does not desire to add still further to its own exacting work. 

" To allay certain conscientious scruples felt by some of its members, and to reconcile 
their duty to observe impartiality and their earnest desire to obviate an increa~e in the 
number of petitions, the Commission might submit the following suggestion for the 
consideration of the Council. " · 

M. Van Rees.here observed that, as a matter off act, the Commission had not submitted any 
recomiiJ.endation or even sugge§!:ipn to the Council. . It had merely mentioned the existence 
of a cenain difficulty and had asked the opinion of the Council in regard to that difficulty. 
Otherwise, it would undoubtedly have advocated some such course as that outlined in the 
following passage of the ~hove-mentioned note : . 

" The rules now in force would remain untouched. If, however, by the time the 
-procedure had followed its normal course, the Commission were still unable to form a 
clear, definite and final opinion on the merits- of a petition, and if, on being informed of 
its conclusions, the petitioners should return to the attack and request the privilege 
of a hearing by the Commission, the. latter might take such request into consideration. 
It would be a condition that the second petition should be transmitted to the Commission 
through the same channel as the first and should not be considered by the Commission 
until the mandatory Power had had every opportunity of expressing its views on the 
request. · 

" In that case, after further careful examination of that reasoned request, the 
Commission might consider what action to take upon it. If the Commission considered 
that an interview with the petitioners would be genuinely likely to clear up a situation 
which would otherwise remain obscure, it could then decide to give the petitioners a 
hearing. The mandatory Power would be notified of its decision in time for its accredited 
representative to attend the hearing of the petitioners if his Government should think 
his attendance desirable. It would be understood that the Commission would under 
no circumstances have any official interview with the petitioners in the absence of the 
accredited representative of the mandatory Power unless it had first received an assurance .. 
that the mandatory Power preferred not to be represented at such an interview. 

" It would also, of course, be understood that the new procedure could only apply· 
to such petitions as were held to be receivable under the present rules. Any grievances 
and recriminations in regard to questions not connected with the execution of t]le,man­
date, the terms of which have been laid down by the Council itself, would be excluded 
at the outset. · 

" Delicate as the subject of this suggestion is, and, although the prJ>p~sed ne.w 
procedure would necessarily - and very fortunately - be seldom resorted to, 1~ certam 
exceptional circumstances its adoption might perhaps dispel regrettable nusunder­
. standings. . So far from increasing the difficulty of the work of the mandatory Powers, 
the suggested procedure might even render it easier. " 

He thoughtthatthis passage justified the following conclusions- first, that there was 
· no ground for exaggerating the scope of the question which the Commission had decided to 

submit to the Council ; secondly, that, so far from. ignoring certain unfortunate consequences 
which might result from the llearing of petitioners, the Commission was very keenly alive to 
their existence ; thirdly, that, in view of those consequences, the Commission laid special 
emphasis on the necessity of limiting such hearing of petitioners to quite exceptional 
cases when all other means of gaining satisfactory information should have . proved 
ineffective; and fourthly, that in those exceptional cases the hearing of the petitioners would 
be attended by every precaution to safeguard the dignity and prestige of the mandatory 
Powers. • · 

M. Van Rees, concluding, said that it was not for him to enter into the merits of the two 
•questions raised, as he considered that he was only'present at the meeting in order to explain 
tbe intentions of the l\1andates Commission. 

Mme. BuGGE-WICKSELL (Sweden) said there was no use denying thata certain controversy 
had arisen between the Council and the Permanent M9ndates Commission which was deeply 
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felt by all ~he n\embers of that Commission. As tme of those ~embers, she wished to ~tate 
that that controversy had in no way its origin in the decisions. take~ by the Council to 
refer both the matter of tlfe heariit~ of petitioners ~nd the q~estw.n~aire to the mandatory 
Powers for their. observations - a procedure to which the CommiSSIOn w~~ t~e las~ body 
in the world to ~bject. The controversy originated, in reality! from the spmt m wh~h the 
report of the Commission .had been received by the representatiyes ?f the mant:latory row.er~ 
sittin<> on the Council. The Commission was a<!cused of exceedmg Its competence and g<fmg 
beyo;d it duties. The remarks of the British representatiye had already been q~oted by 
pr. Nansen, and the representatives of all the mandatory _Pow~rs (~x~ept Austrah'*, whose 
representative was not present) had associated themselves With his opmwn. • 

Mme. Bugge-Wicksell did not wish to add anyt~ing to the explanations givt;n by the 
Vice-Chairman of the Permanent Mandates CommissiOn, but, as regards the questiOn ot the 
hearing of petitioners, she would emphasi~e what he had sai.d .to the effect tha~ all that ~he 
Commission had done was to express the wish to know the opmwn of the Co~ncil concermng 
the advisability of taking that course in certain exceptional cases. Certamly no attempt 
to exceed its competence could be found in that de~ire. 

As regards the enlarged questionnaire,, she would also point out that it did not contain 
one question which had not, in the course of the last two or ~hree Y.ears, be~n repeatedly put 
to the accredited representatives of the mandatory Powers. wr~hout m o~e smgle cas~, as far 
as she could remember, meeting with a refusal or even a hesitation on their part. . 1 

The Permanent Mandates Commission was composed of ten members. Of those, eight 
came from countries which possessed large colonies of tMtr own and four of wh~h were 
.mandatory Powers. Four of the members had spent their whole life in ~he ~olonial service 
of their respective countries ; they had been Governors-General over tern~on~s larg~r than 
most European countries and had made their flag honoured in fll'ose terntones. Did any­
body suppose that those men had not as keen a sense of the dignity of their countries as had 
the representatives ·of the mandatory Powers on the Council ? Did anybody think that they 
would have suffe.red for one moment questions being put which showed a tendency, on the part 
of the Commission, to exceed its competence or unduly to interfere in the governmental rights 
of the mandatory Powers ? 

The Vice-Chairman of the Commission had explained before the Council the terms of 
reference which formed the limits of the competence of the Commission and which were to 
be found in the Covenant itself, in the report. of M. Hymans approved by the Council, and in 
the constitution of the Commission written and approved by the Council. In those documents 
the province of the Commission was outlined, and the Commission had never dreamed of 
going beyond it. ·But neither could the Commission dream of neglecting its duty of super- c 
vising the observance of the mandates. . . 

. . She was very glad to state that, up to this time, the Commission had found ill> most of 
the ac~re~ited representatives whom the Mandatories had sent to it not only willing but 
enthusiastic collaborators, and she fervently ·hoped that the final decisions of the Council 
would not hamper the liberty of the Commission to pursue further the method of ·hearty 

r collaboration which it had followed up to this time. She also hoped that the Assembly Would 
find that the work of the Permanent Mandates Commission, so difficult, arduous and delicate; 
could be safely continued on the same lines as hitherto. · ·· 

. . General FREIRE n'ANDRADE (Port~gal) said he had very little to add to the very clear 
statell}ents of the Vice-Chairman of the Mandates Cominission and of Mme. ·Bugge-Wicksell. 
He WI~h~d• how~ver, to say that there was nothing restrictive in the role of the Mandates 
CommiSsiOn as laid down by the Covenant:" A Permanent Commission shall be constituted to 
receive and examine the annual reports of the Mandatories and to advise the Council on all 
matters relating to the observance of the mandates ". ·The Commission· had however 
realised t~at it m~st do nothing to embarrass the mandatory Powers in the el(ecutfon of thei; 
task, and It had la1d stress on the fact that it regarded itself ·as a Commissfon whose duty it 
was to study reports and give opinions, and not to criticise but to co-op,erate. . . · 

. On the one hand, there were some who accused the Commission of doing nothing b~t 
giye _bouquets to the man~ato_ryPowers. That was quite unjustified. Others said the Com­
missiOn w~s always exceedmg Its powers. Others, again, thoug+Jt that it did not go far enough 
- ~s, for ms~nce, a representative of the British Empire in the Sixth Committee of the fifth 
ordmary s~ss!on of the Assembly, who had suggested that the Commission ought to lay down 
general pnnciples for colonial administration. · . 

~i.tho~t any. desire to criti~ise the country to ~hich he was going to refer, f01.: whose 
admm~~tratlve system he entertamcd the weatest admiration.- which, indeed, he had already 
expressed he~ore th~ Ass~mbly -. and m _order merely to illustrate how, in his view, facts 
co~ld som~ti~es give riSe :0 d1fTerent mterpretations, he would quote the following 
occurren~ . 1 he rep~esentative of a mandatory Power which had always been the subjecll 
of the highest e!llogies from the Mandates Commission had said in the Council that his 
c.('untry .:-vas. bcgmning t? feel a certai~ ~mpa~ience at the minute enquiries made by tlie 
CommL~~JOn u~to the details of the adm1mstratwn. Perhaps it would interest the members 
vf the Comm1ttce to know that th~ examination of the annual reports on the mandate~ 

• -. 
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territories in question had: as i matte~,; of fact, occupied the Commission as"follows: in 
1921, 3 hours; in 1922, 2Yz ~10urs; in 1923, 2 hours; and in 1924-25, 4Yz hours. 

The· Permanent Manda~s Commission had, .in the couroo of its nine sessions held 
203 meetings; it had su~mitted ~o the Council reports on thirty-eight general que;tions; 
-the ai\Uual rEf,Ports submitted to it by the various mandatory Powers amounted to a total 
SJf ~,510 pa~es. He th.erefore <;_onsidered that t~e Permanent Mand£tes Commission was doing 
its best to fulfil the difficult role entrusted to it and that, at the same time it endeavoured 
not to put difficulties in the way of the mandatory Powers; for it was in a p~·sition to appre­
ciate th~ importance of the delicate task assigned to them by the League of Nations. • 

• 
-

Viscou.nt CECIL OF CHEL~~D (British Empire) wished to say most clearly that he 
regarded With the grea~est admiratJ.On the work done by the Permanent Mandates Commission. 
He recognised the extremely difficult and complex task with which it had been entrusted 
and hoped that nothing would be said during the present debate which would throw the 
slightest doubt upon the appreciation and gratitude which was felt for the energy and disin-
terestedness of its members. . 

As regards the resolution proposed by Dr. Nansen, he thought it might be desirable to 
omit some of the adjectives, which added hardly anything to the strength of the statement 
and had rather an tlir of challenge and controversy which ought to be aosent from anything 
done by the Sixth Committee. He did not think, however, that it would be ditlicult to reach 
an agreement. 

Asoregards the relative poS'ition of the Council and the Assembly in matters concerning 
mandates, this question had been discussed a good deal at one of the early Assemblies of the 
League, and he had always understood that the principles which were then established were 
sulllciently clear. There was no doubt that it was the duty of the Council, in the first place, 
to supervise the execution of the mandatory authority under the League. According to 
Article 22 of the Covenant, the Mandates Commission was to report to the Council, and the 
Council was the body mentioned--throughout that article. On the other hand, it was quite 
clear that the Assembly was entitled to express its opinions on any points connected with the 
mandates, and particularly on questions of general principle, because these were evidently 
the ·matters with which a body like the Assembly was qualifi~d to deal in its discretion. 
A certain self-restraint and care should, however, be shown in exercising that discretion. 
~othing could be less desirable or more unfortunate than any appearance of an attempt to 
bring the Council to judgment or even to discuss, except what was absolutely necessary, 
the debates and discussions which had taken place therein. That would introduce an entirely 
new element into the discussions of the League, and one regarding the introduction of which 

- great c;:~re should be exercised. 
True co~operation between the Council and the Assembly was the very essence of the 

smooth- and satisfactory working of the League, and nothing should be done which would 
in any way cause friction between those two bodies. 

As regarded the question at present under discussion, a good deal had been said about some 
phrases which appeared to have been used in a discussion in the Council. He was of the 

, opinion, however, that the indignation or doubt which had been aroused by certain of those. 
expressions had been, to a very large extent, unjustified. It was unwise to be too sensitive; 
it was not always possible to phrase an observation in a way which would at once convey 
one's own meaning and not be misunderstood by others. He did not think the phrases in 
question were intended as a criticism of the Mandates Commission but rather in the nature 
of a ca~tion as to the possible future development of its action, a caution which he was sure 
was borne in mind by that body during the whole of its transactions and proceedings. 

He had been delighted, though not in the least surprised, by the statement made by 
Mme. Bugge-Wicksell that nothing was further from the minds of the members of the Perma­
nent Mandates CommissioR than to impinge in any way upon the just responsibilities of the 
mandatory Powers. Further, he thought the phrase used by the delegate of Portugal that 
the business of the Commission was to co-operate and not to criticise constituted an admirable 
definition of the true duties of the Mandates Commission. 

As regards the substance of the discussion -the questionnaire and the right of petition­
he did not feel in the least qualified to express any opinion on these subjects, and, with the 
greatest respect for those members of the Committee who had expressed or suggested 
opinions, he doubted whethefthey were really qualified to do so. These two matters had been 
considered by the Council but it had taken no final decision ; all it had done was to request 
the observations .of the mandatory Powers on the points in question, and it was evident 
that no fair judgment could possibly be given until the observations of the mandatory Powers 
were known. The matter was, so to speak, still sub judice, and until the investigation had 
taken place the Committee was not in the position to express an opinion. 

With regard to the right of petition, it was clear, from the statement of the Vice-Chairman 
of the Permanent Mandates Commission, that the situation was an exceedingly delicate and 

• complicated one, and until more was known about it he thought it would be unwise to 
express an opinion. He hoped that the Committee would agree to adopt a general resolution 
expressing its appreciation of the work of the Mandates Commission and, at the same time, 
acceptance of the action which the Council had so far taken, namely, to refer these 
questions to the mandatory Powers for their observations. 

0 
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M. NE~OURS (Haiti) said that he had not nCieded to"hearo 'M .. yan Rees' stateme!lt in 
order to form a just opinion of the report of the Mandates CommiSSIOn - the report 1tself 
was sufficiently clear. • · 11 · · 

The Mandates Commissiun had b"een accused of exceeding 1ts powers, but there could be 
no doubt that it was acting within them. This would be confirmed by a r~f~r~nce to 
.M. Hyman's statement in.an earlier report to the effect that the power of sup~rvls!on of the 
Mandates Commission extended to ·the whole atlministration of the man(latory Powers anfi 
that the Comrllission miaht also submit to the· Council any question which covered that 
administration. The Ma"ndates Commission was therefore entitled to raise the questions 
,\hich it had raised. The fact that the Mandates Commission was in no way acting in . a 
spirit hostile to the mandatory Powers was evidenced by the eulogies p_ro!lounced on the 
administration of the mandatory Powers in various reports .of the CommiSSIOn._ The C~m­
mittee knew the eminent men composing the 1\'landates Commission, and he d1d not ttnnk 
it need have any uneasiness on that point. . . · . . .-

As regards the questionnaire, the Commission had been accused of ~dopt~ng an I~qulSI­
torial attitude, but it was clearly stated on the front page of the questwnna1re that 1t was 
not intended that the questions should necessarily be reproduced in the repor~, bu~ that t~e 
reports should be drawn up in accordance with the general plan of the questionnaire. This 
ought completely to reassure the mandatory Powers. · · . . . 

As regards the hearing of petitioners, it had been made quite clear that the hear~ng. of 
all petitioners had never been contemplated. Seditious elements in th~ man~ate~ temtor1es 
ought certainly not to be encouraged but, on ~he other hand, the ques.twn of )Usbce ~ught to 
be considered; and it would be deplorable 1f the weak were to gam the 1mpress10n that 
justice was not as acessible to them as _to others. • 0 

• ~ 
In conclusion, he thought that the Committee ought to approve both the list of ques­

tions and the suggestion regarding the hearing Qf petitioners. 

M. LouwERS (Belgium) thought the Committee ought to express its gratitude to 
Dr. Nansen for giving it an opportunity of engaging in a discussion which gave evidence of · 
the vitality and independence of the League· and the ability of Members to. tell each other 
the plain truth.- This was a consoling spectacle but, on _the other hand, it had a somewhat 
painful aspect, because it put the Assembly in a difficult situation. 

In substance, Dr. Nan5en had presented a difference of .point of view between the Man­
dates Commission and the Council, and the Sixth Committee was almost put in the positiofl 
~f being asked to take sides. He was sure that a great number of his colleagues had no desire 
to do so. How, indeed, could the Committee, in the short time at its disposal and without 
preliminary study, take a definite stand regarding the very delicate questions which were the 
subject of discussion between two important organs of the League ? He thought it undesir­
able that such a debate should continue. In his opinion, instead of emphasising the points 
which might divide the members of the Committee it would be better to emphasise the 
points upon which they were united. There were many such points, and these should be 
emphasised in a general resolution which could be unanimously adopted. 

The Committee had, in the first place, a feeling of deep gratitude to the Permanent 
Mandates Commission, which deserved its thanks for the devotion, zeal and ability with 
~which it was fulfilling its delicate and difficult mission. As regards the Council, the l;;om- • 
mittee oug~t also to express its confidence. These two organs of the League ought to feel 
that the S1xth Committee was convinced that they had only one end in view, namely to 
apply completely the principles of the Covenant in regard to the territories under mandate. 
The mandates system was a new institution needing delicate handling at the beginning. The 
Assembly must show clearly to the two essential organs of the mandates system- the Council 
and the Mandates C?mmission- that it had full confidence in the political judgment of their 
members and that 1t felt sure they would always find the most suitable solutions for the 
complex problems which they would be called upon to solve. 

He therefore moved the following resolution : 

" The Assembly : · 
. " Having tak~n no~e of the ~eport. of the Council regarding the mandated terri­

ton~ and of_the d1S~uss1ons to wh1ch th1s report has given rise in the Council; 
.. The V1ce-Chmnnan of the· Permanent Ma!ldates Commission having been heard : 

Thanks the Permanent Mandates Comm1ssion for the devotion and zeal which 
it has brought to the accomplishment of its delicate task; . · 

" Expre~ses confidence in the political spirit of the m~mbers of the Committee and 
of the Council for the purpose of assuring, in a cordial spirit of collaboration with the 
mandatory Powers, the application of the principles of the Covenant. " 

. The CHAIRMAN obsen;ed tha_t th~re were really three motions before the Committee 
wh1ch were ~ot abs?lutely m conflict w1th each other, and he thought that the authors of the 
draft re.~olu~wns m1ght ~onfer together a~d produce an agreed text. If they could do this 
at once 1t m1ght be poss1ble for the Comm1ttee to adopt the agreed proposal and to conclude 
the debate at the present meeting, which it was most desirable to do. "' 

pr. N'ANSEN. (~orway) thought it would be very difficult to draw up a resolution before 
hl'::armg the rem:under of the spealtcrs. · .. 
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·Mr. ~MIT (S.outh Africa' sai~ he had ~een pre~ent ~t the meeting of the Council at which 
t~e question at Issue had beE!n diicusse~. After hs~enmg to the present debat~. it seemed to 

• him t~at many members of t.he Committee had misread th.e ~~end of the discussion in the 
Council. They seemed to t!?ink that the Mandates GommissJ<5n had been put on its trial 
an~ had been fiCCused of l~ck of ~act, la~k of devotio!l, and lack of complete impartiality, 
This W'll.s certl\mly not .t~~ I.mpressJOn which he h~d gamed from t~e meeting of the Council. 
Pe!iS~>nally, far from cnticismg the work acCJ>mplished up to the present by the Commission, 
he associated himself entirely with the words of appreciation expressed by several members 
of the Committee. Certain members of the Council had, however, given expression to fears 
that the Perman~nt Ma.ndates C?~mission might, in ~ertain circumstances, go further thaa 
woutd be taken m a fnendly spmt by the Mandatories and forget that they -were dealing 
with sovereign States. 

• 

"The Mandates Commission wish_ed to put a very wide construction on the powers conferred 
upon it. The Mandatories, on the other hand, considered justifiably from their point of view, 
that the Mandates Commission was only called upon to receive and examine the annual 
reports of the Mandatories and to advise the Council thereon, and that it had practically no 
right of initiative and no right to direct the future policy or conduct of any Mandatory._ 
The Permanent Mandates Commission had submitted certain suggestions to the Council 
upon which an opinion had been asked. The Council had been wise enough to refer the 
matters of the questionnaire and the hearing of petitioners to the Mandatories, and the next 
step lay with them . 

Dr. Nansen had put a question to the speaker referring to the ownership of the railways 
in Soutlt-West Africa, and he w«l'ked to explain the position in this connection. In South­
West Africa, which had been handed over to. a sovereign State- the Union of South Africa­
there were railways which had been built by the German Government; during and after the 
war. however, the Union Government had also built railways. -The property had to be vested in 
someone, and it was not thought advisable to vest it in the Administrator, who was an offi­
cial of the Government ; " full dominium " of the railways was consequently vested in the 
Government of the Union. If the mandated territory should decide to separate from South 
Africa when it had a properly developed constitution or if it should later on be handed over 
to another mandatory Power, it would be a matter of negotfation with the Union Govern­
ment as to how the property should. be vested and what should be paid for it. Another legal 
term might be adopted, but he did not think it would give any better practical result. · 
tlrtain people attached tremendous value to the passing of a new Act, but he did not think 

, this would have any effect in South-West Africa . 

. Dr. Nansen had also referred to' a statement made by Mr. Smit at the Council meeting to the 
• effect that South-West Africa was an integral part of the Dominion of South Africa. He 

pointed out that he had not been alone in making this assertion before the Council - it had 
also been made by Sir Austen Chamberlain - and it was not his intentiorr to withdraw it. 
Dr. Nansen had quoted the Covenant, but Article 22 of the Covenant was only the 
Council's mandate and not that of the Union of. South Africa. The mandate of the Union 
of South Africa was contained in a separate document, Article 2 of which read as follows : 

• 
" The Mandatory shall have full power of administration and legislation over the~ 

territory; subject to the present mandate, as an integral portion of the Union of South 
Africa, and may apply the 'laws of the Union of South Africa to the territory, subject 
to such local modifications as circumstances may require. " 

He admitted that he might have said that the territory should be administered as an 
integral part of the Dominion of South Africa, but he thought that his statement conveyed 

. the intention of the paragraph above quoted. 

M. YosHIDA (Japan) joined the other members of the Committee in their high appre­
ciation of the admirable work of the Mandates Commission and expressed the willingness 
of.his Governmenfto co-operate in every possible way. It was most difficult, however; to 
collect information from the 1,400 islands mandated to Japan. Their total area was only· 
a little over 2,000 square kilometers and they were scattered over an expanse of sea 1,200 miles 
from north to south and 2,500 miles from east to west. It was almqst a physical impossi­
bility to collect that information, at any rate, in the time fixed for the despatch of the annual 
report. • 

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) thought that, as regarded the legal status of the railways of South­
West Africa, there was no difference of opinion between the delegate for South Africa and 
himself ; ·at any rate, they agreed in substance on the point. He understood also that the 
honourable delegate withdrew his remark regarding Article 22 of the Covenant made at the 
Council meeting. It would be well, therefore, if the words in the Councill\Iinute were altered 
to read " as if they were an integral part " and not " they are an integral part ". 

• Viscount Cecil had said that restraint and care must be shown in discussing this question. 
He believed he had shown much restraint in what he had said and he had tried to be as care­
ful as he possibly could. Many members of the Council were also representatives of manda­
tory Powers, and he thought that the question whether they spoke in the Council as represen­
tatives of mandatory Powers or of Members of the Council ought to be cleared up. 

0 
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Sir' Jo;e~h Cook (Australia) pointed out thaJ; this r'mar~t• applied also to the Sixth 
Committee. 

• • Dr. NANSEN (Norway) agreed. • 

. Mr. SMIT (Srmth Afri&a) said that he did not speak here as representing•a mantlat~r~ 
Power. . , • • - . . 

Dr. NANSE~ (Norway) said that Viscount Cecil had stated that th.e _f~nctipn of tlte mem­
llers of the Mandates Commission was to co-operate and not t? cnhcrse. The Covenant 
provided, however, that the Commission should receive an~ examme the reports of the rftan­
datory Powers. In those circumstances, it would seem drfficult for them to confine the~~ 
selves to co-operation ; if they were no~ allowed to make remarks on those reports, 1iheu 
whole work was worth nothing. · 

Viscount CECIL oF CHELWOOD (British Empire) admitted the possibility of understan~ing 
the words he had used (which were not his but the words of the Portuguese rep~esentatlve) 
in the sense mentioned by Dr. Nansen. But criticism was of two kinds -that mtend~d to 
bring somebody to h~tred, ridicule and contempt, an~ that which ~elped o~hers to do nght. 
The latter kind was nght and proper and was essentrally co-operation, while no one present 
would defend the use of the first kind of criticism in such a case ·as the present. 

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) entirely agreed: • Viscou!lt Cecil had al~o sai~ tha:t the mem­
bers of the Sixth Committee were not qualified to drsr.us!f the questronnarre. He fhought, 
however, that, at any rate, the three members of-the Mandates Commission who had already 
spoken might be regard~d as qualified to do so. · 

Viscount CECIL oF.CHELwoon (British Empire) explained that, as far as he himsel{ was 
concerned, he _did not think he was qualified. · 

M. DE JoUVENEL (France) thought that Dr. Nansen, in the most innocent way, was aski~g 
the Committee to up!\et the constitution of the League of Nations. The Mandates Commrs-. 

I 

· sion, an advisory organ of the Council, had submitted· a questionnaire_ and proposals con­
cerning the hearing of petitioners. The Council, before taking any final decision, had decidad 

· to obtain the views of the Governments. Dr. Nansen now asked the Committee to intervene 
in that discussion between the Mandates Commission and the Council and to act as a judge 
on a small difficulty which had arisen between the two latter bodies. He thought that this 
was not at all a satisfactory method of procedure and that it might tend to create disorder c 
within the League. · _ . 

If the ~iscussion went further, he must associate himself not only with the words of 
eulogy addressed to the Mandates Commission but with the reservations made b:y" various 
speakers on this question. From his recent experience as High Commissioner in Syria, 
M. de Jouvenel had learned certain things both about petitioners and the value of petitions. 
As an instance, he quoted a police director who was not satisfactory to the population, but 

~who, in his own defence, presented a petition signed by all his subordinates. He ha<1, also 
noted that in certain cases the same persons had_ signed petitions for and against in the same 0 

matter. He had recognised the necessity of making all possible efforts to substitute a method 
of election for that of petitions.· He thought that a petition was too often a weapon used 
against the mandate and the mandatory Power. To be perfectly frank, he thought that the 
Mandates Commission had somewhat contributed to the prolongation of the revolt in Syria. 
· The task of the members of the Mandates Commission was extremely difficult. They 
must know everything, have a knowledge of countries in different continents, and every word 
pronounced by a member pf the Commission had its echo far away, with results which were 
difficult to estimate. . . . 

Fully conscious of the difficulties with which the Commission was confronted and the 
real collaboration it was able to give to the mandatory Powers, bHt at the same time asking 
the Commission to recognise the difficulties of the mandatory Powers, the speaker thought 
t~at the discussion o_ught to be put in its ti~t pl_ace, namely, between th~ Mandates Commis- · 
sron and the Council of the League, of whrch rt was an advisory commission He hoped 
that th~ SiJCth Committe~ would limit. itself,. as· proposed by--the delegate of. Belgium, to 

. expressmg Its confidence m the Council and rn the Mandate~ Commission. 

The Hon. J. G. LATHAM (Australia) joined with all those who had spoken in appreciation 
of the wor~ done ~y the Permanent. ~andates Commission. Australia had always given 
the fulle~t rnf?rm~tron to that ~ommrssron and _had no complaint whatever concerning the 
manner rn whrch _rt had dealt wrth matters relatmg to Australian mandates 

T~e questionnaire and the pr~posed procedur~ in relation to the heari~g of petitioners 
were, m due course, to be dealt wrth by the Council and the Governments directly concerned 
and it would be of lit~le service for the Sixth Committee to discuss them. The value and 
relevance of the questwns naturally depended upon the local conditions which the memberS" 
of the Committee were hardly in a position to appreciate. ' 
. It was the duty_ and function of t_he Mandates Commission to advise the Council; but 
1t was for the Councll to say y;hether .1t a_ccel?ted that _advice or not and whether enquiries 
should be made before acceptmg or r~Jectmg 1t. It was not, with all respect, the function 
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of a Committee of the A~semb!.Y even to appear to adopt an attitude of intetvening in a 
partly heard matter or to '"express criti~ism of the action of the Council in reference to a 
suggestion made by the Permanent Mandates Commission. 

• > • 0 Q . • 

It was important from ev~ry point of view to avoid Clivided responsibility. The mandatory 
Powe~ were., under the obligation to make annual reports, and every :wandatory Power 

· .re~ogmsed and performed ·that obligation ; its representative :tttended, when its report 
was examined by the Permanent Mandates"Commission. in order to furnish full information 
regardiJlg the administration of the mandated territorv. In those circumstances it would 
hardly se~~ justi_flable to lay _the further _responsibility ii.pon them of giving details ~f manda-
tory admimstrahon to the S1xth Committee. o 

. The resolutions proposed by Dr. Nansen did not seem quite adequately to meet the cir- , 
cum.stances of the case. The longer of those resolutions, beginning " The Assembly, recalling 
the opinion of the Council that full latitude should be left to the Commission . . . ",might 
be understood as an endeavour to .convict the Council of inconsistency. He asked that"con­
sideration should be given by Dr. Nansen to the aspect which such a resolution might present 
when looked at from another point of view from that which had hitherto been in the minds 

· of a number of those present. He also suggested that the transmission to the Council of the 
Minutes of the present discussion was possibly not goi"ng to help the Councjl very. much in 
the particular problems (the questionnaire and. the question of the hearing of petitioners) 
with whiCh it would have to deal. . . . 

The debate had not really centred ·upon the subject~matter of the questionnaire or upon 
the reai subject of how petition& should be presented. OP the other hand, the proposal might 
quite readily be taken as something in the nature of a rebuke to .the Council, and that, he 
~uggested, was not intended, was unnecessary, and was possibly imprudent. · 

.• He asked the Committee to consider a resolution on the lines of that proposed by the 
Belgian delegate, ,the material points of which he would summarise in some such form as 

- this, which he thought would meet all their views : 

0 

" The . Committee records its appreciation of the valuable work done by the 
Permanent Mandates Commission and awaits with interest the consideration by the 
Council of the subjects of the questionnaire addressed to the mandatory Powers and 
of the procedure in relation to petitions. " · 

Count BoNIN-LONGARE (Italy) was able to speak from the impartial point of view of 
a delegate of a country which was not directly interested. He wished to pay a tribute to 
the intentions which inspired Dr. Nansen's proposal. Dr. Nansen had always been an 
advocate of the rights of the League. of Nati.ons. After the long discussion, which had at 
times reminded him of the title of Shakespeare's play ·" Much Ado about Nothing ", he 
retain~d in his mind, in particular, the tribute paid to the work of the Permanent Mandates 
~omm1ssion, a tribute which pleased him all the more because tlie Chairman of that 
Commission was one of his compatriots. Moreover, he thought no one desired to criticise 
the attitude of the Council towards the Mandates Commission, and he was of opinion that 
the Committee might agree to some resolution· which made it clear . that there was no 

• divergence of view between the different organisations of the League. He had, howeveG, 
one reservation to make. Something had been said which suggested that the mandated 
territories formed an integral part of the territory of the mandatory Powers. Article 22 of 
the Covenant, however, only stated that in certain cases mandated territories could· be best 
administered under the laws of the mandatory Power as integral portions of its territory. 
Those ·words indicated that •it was merely a similitude, and they could not be construed as 
meaning that the mandated territory was an integral part of the territory of the mandatory 
Power. 

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) thought that the proposals he had made could hardly be regarded 
as upsetting the constitution of the League, as had been suggested by M. de Jouvenel. As 
regarded his pro.posal to transmit the Minutes of the Committee to the Council in order to 
call"its attention to the observations made in the Assembly, numerous precedents existed. 
As regarded the question of the competence of the. Sixth Committee to discuss the question­
naire, this document, together with the other documents of the Mandates Commission, had 
been referred to the Committee by a·unanimous vote of the Assembly. · 

. . . . 

Dr. Nansen thought that it might be possibie at the next meeting to come to some agree­
ment on a resolution on the lines suggested by the delegate of Australia. 

M. VAN REES, Vice-Chairman of the Permanent Mandates Commission, while making 
no comment on the various questions debated in the course of the meeting, felt obliged to 
reply to one of the statements of M. de Jouvenel, who had inferred that the Mandates Com­
mission, by the attention which it had given to certain petitions, had prolonged the revolt in 
Syria. M. de Jouvenel had perhaps lost sight of the fact that it was not on its own initiative 

• that the Commission dealt with petitions but that it was one of the duties laid upon it by the 
Council, and that in performing this duty the Commission was bound by strict regulations 
confirmed by the Council. Out of the great number of petitions which reached it annually, 
very few could be recognised as being more or less well founded, but, nevertheless, the Com­
mission had to examine them all conscientiously. It was the misfortune of this kind of work 

• • 
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that it p1eased neither the objects of the investigatiqps- as evide'hced also by some remarks 
of M. de Jouvenel- nor those who carried them out. This" duty of investiga~ion, as indeed 
the entire work of sup.ervisi~ the administration of the Mandatories, constituted fo_r !he 
Commission a labour which was both hoard and thankless. On tl'le one hand, the Commission 
was told that it only conducted purely academic investigations and showed the innocence of 
children and, on the other ~and, that it was far exceeding its powers. The speaker coufd not 
help hoping that those who closely followed the Gommission's work would realise that it hllld 
always been goTemed by the consciousness of its moral responsibility, which had always 
obliged, and would always oblige, it to observe the strictest impartiality and accu11acy. 

t • 

The CHAIRMAN said that this very interesting discussion ought not to end with any 
' impression that there had been a kind of conflict between .the Mandates Commission and 

certain delegates. The Sixth Committee should not give the appearance of wishing to settle 
the controversy between the Council and the Mandates Commission. Nothing could be more 
incompatible with the spirit of the League of Nations. Several draft resolutions had been 
presented. He hoped that it would be possible to agree unanimously on a single text, and 
proposed that a small drafting committee should be appointed to consider the matter .. · 

If M. Van Rees was right in saying that the task of the Mandates Commission was an 
ungrateful one, he thought they could all bear witness that, if accusations had been made 
against the Commission, they had not been made by the Sixth Committee. There had 
been the greatest unanimity in paying homage to the zeal and ability which that Commission 
had displayed in its task. 

16. Mandates: Appointment of a Drafting Committee. •• 0 

The Committee agreed to the proposal of the Chairman, and the Drafting Committee was 
composed as follows: Viscount CEciL OF CHELwooD (British Empire), M. DE JouvENEL 
(France), Count BoNIN-LoNGARE (Italy), Dr. NANSEN (Norway), M. Lo_UWERS (Belgium) 
and Mr. LATHAM (Australia). 

! 

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) was happy to note that the meeting ended in a spirit of. 
unanimous agreement. In these circumstances, he could also join in the congratulations 
addressed to Dr. Nansen for having opened this discussion, especially bl)cause it had given 
M. Van Rees, Vice-Chairman of the Mandates Commission, an opportunity of proving both 
the great conscientiousness which always inspired the members of the Commission and their 
impartiality, to which the delegate of .France wished to pay tribute. • 

FIFTH MEETING 

·Held on Thursday, September 23rd, 1926, at 3.30,p.m. • 

" Chairman : M. DE BRoucKERE (Belgium). .. 
17. Consideration of the Draft- Convention on Slavery as submitted by the Sub-Committee 

(Annex). · . 

Visco~nt CECIL o~ CHELWOO? (British. Empire), Rapporteur, read the seetions of his 
report which de~t With contentiOn~ questions, namely, those 'concerning Articles 2 and 3, 
5 and 7. J:Ie pomted out t~a~ Article 3 was the only point on which the Sub-Committee 
had not an:ved at a final decision, and the draft before the Committee therefore provided 
an alternative. The first paragraph was agreed and had never been doubted· The 
alternative for the section which followed was : · ~ ' 

I. - " The High Contracting Parti~s further recognise the value of separate 
agreell!-ents .between the Pow~rs .concerned, conferring on their warships, in certain 
zon~ m _which the~ may consider the existence of traffic in slaves tQ be a possibility 
special nghts enabling them to prevent and suppress the said traffic on vessels flying 
t~e flag o_f any of the Powers which are parties to such agreements. The High Contrac­
tmg P!lrties undertake to communicate to each other agreemepts which may be concluded 
for thiS purpose. " 

· II. - " The J:Iigh ~ontracting Parties undertake to negotiate as soon as ossible 
~ general ConventiOn ~1th regard to the slave trade· which will give them rights and 
Impose ~pon the.m duties of the same nature as those provided for in the Arms Traffic 
Convention fArticles 12, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 and paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of Se t' II f 
Annex II) With the necessary adaptations. . c IOn o 

. " It is ~ndcrstood t~at, befo~e or after the coming into force of this general Conven-
b?n, the High Contractmg Parties arc entirely free to conclude between th 1 
Without, ~owever, derogating from the principles laid down in the precedin~msct_vrs, 
su~h sp~Ial agreemen!s as, by reason of their peculiar situation, might appeara~~cb~ 
sulaitable m order to bnng about as soon as possible the complete disappearance of the 
5 ve trade. " · 

• 
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The m~jority of the ~emb~rs of t~e Sub-Committee were in favour of ihe ~econd 
text, but, smce some of them greatly preferred the first, the Sub-Committee desired to 
leave it to the Sixth Committee io decide between them. jhe draft report, however, 

• proceeded on the theory that>the solution accepted by> the majority of the Sub-Committee 
would ultimately be adopted. · . . 

• 

· Tw'~ Vel) .. trifling alterations would have to be made in the wordi.tg of the draft 
Cmwenbon as presented by the Sub-Commi.ttee, but they did not afft)ct the sense in any 
way. The first alteration was the addition of the words " appointed by the ·Council of the 
League of Nations on June 12th, 1924 ", to the third paragraph of the Preamble, and the 
second was to substitute in Article 3 the words "the Convention of June 17th, 1925, on the• 
Inte1'national Trade hi Arms "for the "Arms Traffic Convention ". 

Finally,· Viscount Cecil submitted to the Committee the three resolutions which would 
be bansmitted to the Assembly (see page 32). 

The CHAIRMAN thanked Viscount Cecil for his report. He reminded the Committee 
of the decision taken not to open a general debate on the subject and suggested that the 
draft Convention be discussed article by article, after which the resolutions would be voted 
upon. Finally, the report would be considered, this report becoming that of the Sixth 
Committee to the Assembly. · 

Preamble. 

It was decided to adopt the Preamble as it stood in the draft, with the following 
modific2tion :· " , 

• " Considering, moreover, that it is necessary to prevent forced labour from 
developing into conditions analogous to slavery. " 

Article 1. 

M. GoHR, Chairman of the Temporary Slavery Commission, said he had intended to 
present a small amendment to this article in order to fix exactly its scope, but perhaps it 
would be sufficient to do this in the report itself. 

e The CHAIRMAN replied that it would perhaps be better to defer this point until the 
discussion of the report. 

This· article was adopted . 

Article 2. 

This article was adopted without modification. 

.. Article 3 . 

• Sir William VINCENT (India) wished to make it clear that, pending further instructions > 
from his Government, it was necessary for him to make a reservation in respect of this 
article as worded in the second alternative. The Arms Traffic Convention made a distinction · · 
between " native " vessels and other vessels, defining the term " native vessel " as follows : 

. " A vessel shall be deemed to be a native vessel. if she is either owned, fitted out or 
commaQded by a native of any ·country bordering on the Indian Ocean west of the 
meridian of 95o east of Greenwich a:nd north of the parallel of 11° south latitude, the 
Red Sea, the Persian Gulf or the Gulf of Oman, or if at least one-half of the crew are 
natives of such countries. " 

· The area referred to in this definition included the coast of India ; therefore, all vessels 
owned by Indians or manned by Indian crews, of whatever class or tonnage, came within 
the definition of th~ term " native vessels ". Further, under the Arms Traffic Convention, 
native vessels under 500 tons were subject to a right of search, to which other vessels were 
not subject. The reason for this distinction in the Arms Traffic Convention was, he under­
stood, that the high contracti,ng parties decided not to give permits or licences to native 

• vessels under 500 tons in any circumstances to carry arms, whereas other vessels were, 
subject to certain restrictions, allowed to take on this traffic. The Arms Traffic Convention 
had not been ratified by ~ndia. There were additional reasons why. the terms of that 
Convention should not be accepted in relation to slavery. In the first place, the slave 
trade stood on an entirely different footing from the arms traffic ; whereas in certain 
circumstances the latter was legitimate, in no case was the slave trade anything but criminal, 
and there was no reason to give any class of. vessel any special privilege or exemption. 
In the second place, it would not be consonant with the dignity of India to accept a Convention 
which suggested that Indian ships were not entitled to be treated in exactly the same 
manner and with the ·same consideration as the ships of other Powers. There was no 
slave trade off the coast of India, and Indian ships were not employed for this traffic. India 
was a civilised country with an efficient administration, and could not with justice be 
treated with less consideration than any other State Member of the League . .. 
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It" wa; true that the article stipulated that.,necessaf.Y adaptations ~!light be made in 
the Convention, but he understood that this referred only "to adaptatiOn!! necessary· to 
convert an agreement madeior one purpose into one now intended for.anoth~r. . · . , 

Anxious as he was to (lo everything possible to facilita~ effective act101!- agamst the 
slave trade he re"retted that in the absence of instructions, he would be obliged to make 
the followi~g rest~ation Ln. re~pect of this article : • • . 

" I also declare that my signature is not binding in respect- o~ Article 3, in so• far 
as that article .may require India to enter into an agreement .whrch would plac.e he~ 

• . vessels in a position different from that of other States Signatones of the Convtntlon. 

_ Owing to the sincere desire of his country not only not to be obstructive but to r~d~r 
every assistance in the suppression of slavery and ~he slave trade, he ~a~ not pressed his 
objection to the whole article but had reduced his reservation to a mmimum _nece~ary, 
in his judgment, in the interests of self-respect and dignity of the great- country which he had 
the honour of representing. · · · · 

Prince ARFA (Persia) observed that the text of this article, as adopted at the sixth 
session of the Assembly, was clear and precise, whereas the new text was l~ss clear .and 
contained references to a whole series of articles belonging to another Convention- articles 
which had given rise to fierce controversies and had prevented Persia from adhering to the 
Convention on the Traffic in Arms. It was ·theteim " native vessels", above all, which Persia 
could _not accept, as it placed her ships of small tonnage_ in the same rank as, pirat~ _ships • 
carrying on the slave trade between Africa and Arabia.; Everyone knew that Per~ran ·shrps had 
nothing to do with this shameful trade, and there "had bee111. no slavery in Persia f•r a long 
time. In these. circumstances, it was inadmissible to impose. on a Member of. the League 
of Nations a humiliating system which would make it possible for other_ Powers to. visit 
its ships without its consent and without .reciprocity. Persia was ready· to agree to reci­
procal arrangements, but not to submit to arbitrary measures. She proclaimed absolute 
equality between all Members of the League, and Prince Arfa saw a grave injury te this 
principle in the new version of Article 3. . . . . · . 

It had been suggested that Persia inight sign the Convention with reservations as 
to Article 3; but this could not satisfy his country.· lt was the principle involved in the 
new article to which his country objected as being contrary to the principle of equality between 
the Members of the League. He would therefore propose either that the original draft 
of the second section of Article 3 be adhered to or that the following amendment be added _to 
the first paragraph of the second alternative : · · 

"· ... It being understood that this ·l!eneral Convention -will ·not place the-~ships 
(even of small tonnage) of any signatory State in a position different from that of the • 
other signatory States. " -

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that Article 3 consisted of two sections, to the. first of 
which there seemed to be no objection. He would therefore consider the first section as 
adopted. . · 

For the second section there were two alternative texts, together with the amendment 
• proposed by the Persian delegation. _ . · 

. ' . . . . 
Viscount CECIL OF CHELwoon (British Empire) hoped the Committee would adopt . 

the second version of this paragraph. . . 
The Indian delegation had declared that it could only accept it with a reservation which 

he thought was reasonable. He hoped, however, that this reservation would be found to be 
unnece~sary when they came to draft the general Convention. . 

With reference to the Persian amendment, he had considered .this very carefully-
and was prepared it accept it. · . ' 

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) asked whether the adoption of the Persian ame~dment would 
not reassure the Indian delegation. -

. The CHAIRMAN ~aid that this was a ID:atter. for. the indian deleg~te to appreCiate, but 
he was sure that his colleagues agreed With him m the hope that India would find no 
difficulty in signing the Convention. • 

Count BoNIN-LoNGARE (Italy) pointed out that, by introducing the Persian amendment· 
another slight change of drafting was required in what would become the third paragraph' 
It would be necessary to say, " It is also understood ". · • · • 

M. GoHR, Chairman of the Temporary Slavery Commission, thought that perhaps it 
might be useful to add in the first paragraph after the words " slave trade " the words 
': by sea " . 

. i\1 •. AUBERT (France) sai~ that he preferred the words " on the high sea ",because the 
temtonal waters were not mcluded. . · · 

V~unt CEciL OF CHELWOOD (British Empi~e) thought that it was better to retaiq, 
the ongmal text, · • . . 

The CHAIRM~N was of opi?ion that the reference to the Convention of June 17th, 1925, 
on the lnter~atronal. Tra~e m Arms covered the observation made. It . did not seem 
necessary to dlllcuss this pomt. • 
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'f.he Cnairman added tl\at Article 3 had given rise to lengthy discussions and conversa­
tions in the Sub-Committee; 'he hOped that it would now be possible for the whole Committee 
to accept the secona version unanimously. 

The second alternative of Article 3 was adopted with"'the Persfan amendme~t. 
Alllticles 4., 5, 6 and 7·were adopted without debate. 

• 
Arlicle 8. 

• 
· · Ge1teral FREIRE n'ANDRADE (Portugal) said that the Portuguese delegation had received 
full ~owers for signing the Convention in the form in which it had previously been draw a 
up, although its Government thought that, in view of the future application of the Conven­
tion, it would have been preferable to have obtained a clearer definition of some of its provi­
siom. The draft adopted last year had now, however, been very considerably remodelled, 
and the Portuguese delegation had asked its Government for full powers to sign it in the form 
adopted by the Sub~Committee. He hoped it would receive authority to do this before 
leaving Geneva. . 

At the Sub-Committee, the Portuguese delegation had again proposed various amendments 
with a view to making more easy the application of the provisions which were now to be 
submitted for the approval of the Assembly. · 
· · Since the last ordinary session of- the Assembly, a new event had taken place. · The 
International Labour Office had begun to deal with the question of native labour and intended 
to undertake a thorough study of this question. The Portuguese delegate w~s therefore of the 
opinion that it would be sufficient in the Convention to lay down the general principles already 
agreed 'Upon, namely, that forced labour for private purposes .should be entirely abolished, 
·and•only that for public purposes admitted, tinder the necessary safeguards to ·avoid its 
giving rise to abuses which would make it a form of slavery. In view of the fact that the 
Labour Office was studying the question, it would have been preferable, he thought, to 
await the results of its enquiry before going into details, but, as the Sub-Committe~ had 
deciaed otherwise, he was ready to agree to the decision taken by the· majority. In 
accordance with the intentions often expressed by the speaker, Portugal wished to 
associate itself with the humanitarian initiative taken by · Great Britain and so well 
defended by Viscount Cecil. His country would always agree to all measures of a 
nature to bring about the complete and rapid suppression of slavery in all its forms . 
. , Last year, three proposals had been introduced by Dr. Nansen, the first of which was 
practically embodied in Article 8. Another amounted practically to placing the· colonies 
of the signatory States under a mandate regime as far as matters dealt with in· the Convention 
:were concerned.. The third was a proposal requesting the International Labour ,Office to 
take up the question of forced labour, · His Government had sent irt lengthy observations 
on Dr. Nansen's amendments, ·to which, however, no reference was made in the report. 

· As regarded Article 8, he wished to make certain reservations. This article at first sight 
seemed• acceptable, because his Government was already a signatory of the Protocol of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice as well as of its Article 36 concerning obligatory 
jurisdiction; but his Government had expressed certain misgivings as regards the text of 

·the article, which might seem to make it possible for an appeal to be made to the Court in 
the event of certain action being taken bv a signatory State. No replv ·had been made 
to tJ.;e fears expressed. He therefore felt obli~ted to maintain the reservation, which seemed 
so much the more justified as the article itself did not seem to have much to do with the 
suppression of slavery, and as his Government was already bound by .the Protocol of the 
Court. · 

Article 8 was adopted,. note being taken of the reservation made by the delegate of Portugal. 

Additional Article (8a)1 proposed by the French Delegation. 
The CHAIRMAN said that the French delegation had proposed an additional artiCle, which 

was as follows : 
" In the event of a High Contracting Party wishing to denounce the present 

Comention, the denunciation shall be notified in writing to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations, who will at once communicate a certified true copy of . the 

. notification tg all the other High Contracting Parties informing them of the date on 
which it was received. 

. " The denunciation shall only have· effect in regard to the notifying State, and 
one year after the not,ification has reached the Secretary-Generai of the League of 
Nations. 

" Denunciation may. also be made separately in respect of any territory placed 
under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection, suzerainty or tutelage. " 
M~ AuBERT (France) said that all Conventions contained an article providing for their 

possible denunciation. His amendment was intended for the purpose of filling in a gap in 
tha present Convention. . · · 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELwoon (British Empire) did not think it was necessary in the case 
of a Slavery Convention to have the power of denunciation, but he saw no objection to the 
amendme.nt if the French Government thought it desirable. 

The French proposal was adopted and numbered Article 10. 

• Later numbered 10, 
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- Article 9.,. 

Viscount CECIL oF CHE,J:WOOD (British Empire) said that in _,the English ~~xt, in th~ 
second line, the word" State" should <>be" High Contracting PaHy , The word tut~lage 
ought to be inserted after the word " suzerainty ". · • • 

Count BoNI~-LoNGAR"E (Italy) said that in. Article 9 t~e terl!ls " colonies, pos~essions: 
protectorates or overseas territories " were use~, ~hereas m ~rticle 2 t~e expression wa~ 
"territories placed under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, pr?tectu:~n, suzeramty or tutelage. 
It seemed desirable to maintain the same phraseology as m Article 2. 

. ~ 

Viscount CECIL oF CHELwooo (British Empire), after consulting his legal adviser, said 
that he accepted the proposal of Count Bonin-Longare. • 

Article 9 was adopted, with the amendment proposed by Count Bonin-Longare. 

Article 11 (formerly 1 0). 

The CHAIRMAN said that the word " States " would be replaced in that article a~so by 
" High Contracting Parties ". He suggested that it ~hould be left to _,th~ Secretanat. to 
replace the word " States " in all parts of the ConventiOn by the words High Contractmg 
Parties". · 

Article 11 was adopted. 

Article 12 was adopted without discussion. 

Additional Article proposed by the Norwegian Delegation. 

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) said that, in order to reach a unanimous agreement, it -was 
possible that certain provisions had been ado.pted in a form .which it might be advisable to 
revise in a few years. In these circumstances, he thought that it might be useful to add to 
the Convention an article corresponding to those which were inserted in the Opium 
Convention and the Convention on Obscene Publications and drafted in the following terms : 

· "The High Contracting Parties agree that the Assembly of the League of Nationii 
shall review the terms of the present Convention from time to time and in any case 
not later than 1932. " 

Count BoNIN-LONGARE (Italy) said that the proposed Convention would be one between 
Governments; therefore the role of the Assembly would be limited to asking the Governments 
concerned to undertake the revision. 

• 
Dr. NANSEN (Norw!lY) said that, in effect, that was his intention .. 

M. Lo~Rs (Belgium) asked Dr. Nansen to state the reasons for his proposal. 

~ Dr. NANSEN (Norway) said the conditions might change rather rapidly, and it was \Vith 
this possibility in view that he had made his proposal. . 

Viscount CECIL .oF CHELwooo (British Empire) said he saw no objection to the proposal, 
but it .!lid not appear to him to add anything to the right which any Member of the Assembly 
already had to ask theAssembly to make a recommendation of that kind .. 

The CHAIRMAN thought Dr. Nansen's intention might be better met if his text were 
replaced by an article in confo_rmity with Article 39 of the Convention on the Trade in Arms. 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELwooo (British Empire) said he felt that the Convention would be 
stronger without su~h. an article, becaus~ at. p~esent any~ne could move that the Assembly 
should propose a revision of the Convention If It were desired, whereas, under Article 39, it 
could only be done upon the request of one-third of the high contracting parties. · 

• 
Dr. NANSEN thought his own suggestion simpler . 

The CHAIRMAN said that, to meet Viscount Cecil's views, J;he proposal might read: 
··"The High Contracting Parties agree that the Assembly of the Leag~e of Nations 

is empowered to invite them to revise from time to time the terms of the present Con­
vention and in any case not later than 1932 ". . 
Count BoNIN-LoNGARE (Italy) said that, after all, the suggestion added nothing to the 

present legal position as regards the possibility ()f asking for such a revision. By fixing the 
date at ~932, the. duration of the Convention would be limited to six years. He asked 
whether, m these circumstances, Dr. Nansen would not agree to withdraw his amendment. 

M. FER':!AN?EZ v MEDINA (Uruguay) agreed with the Italian· and British delegates. 
A further objection to the proposal was that the Convention might also be signed by States 
which were not members of the League, and that therefore it would not be desirable to 
make the working of the Convention depend on the Assembly of the League. . . 
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- M. AuBERT (~ranee) th~~htlthat th""proposed article added nothing to th~ Con:vimtion; 
on the co~trary, It enfeebled It and gave it a temporary character. • 

Dr. NAN~EN (Norway) sill.d it w~s not intended tO'' limit thJ durati~n of the Convention 
to six years but to provide that the question should be discussed after six years. If that 
was n3t cleal", he would propose the following text : ~ . ~ . 

0 
· " The High Contracting Powers agree that the Council of the Lea~ue of Nations 

shall take into consideration from time to time, and not later than December 1932, the 
question of the duration of the present Convention. " 

0 
0

Sir Joseph CooK (Australia) thought that to accept such a text was like sending forth 
a convention with an intimation that it was a very imperfect instrument, and.that at 
son& later time its errors would be corrected. He doubted the wisdom of this procedure. 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELwooo· (British Empire) reminded Dr; Nansen that, by a resolu­
tion which was about to be discussed, provision was being made for the subject of•slavery 
to be considered by ·the League every year. If the Convention was found wanting in any 
respect, the question might be dealt with in this connection. In his judgment, the matter 
had better be left as it was. 

Dr; NANSEN (Norway) said that he would not press his proposal. 

18. Dralt Convention on Slaverf:' Reservations made by the Indian Delegation. 
~ 

Sir William VINCENT (India) stated that he desired to notify the Committee of the 
following excluding declaration which he would make at the moment of signature, in addition 
to the reservation already made : 

0 . 

" Under the terms of Article 9 of this Con_vention, I declare that my signature is 
not binding, as regards the enforcement of the provisions of Article 2, sub-section (b), 
Articles 5, 6 and 7 of this Convention, upon the following territories; namely, in Burma : 
the Naga tracts lying west and south of the Hukawng Valley, bounded on the north and 
west by the Assam boundary, on the east by the Nanphuk River and on the south by 
the Singaling Hkamti and the Samra tracts; in Assam : the Sadiya and Balipara frontier 
tracts, the tribal area to the east of the Naga Hills district, up to the Burma boundary, 
and a small tract in the south of the Lushai ·Hills district ; also on the territories in 
India of any prince or chief under the suzerainty of His Majesty. 

" A. · The exclusion of the unadministered tracts from certain articles is necessary 
on the following grounds : · 

• 
" 1. The_position in certain unadministered or partially administered frontier 

tracts in Northern Burma and Assam was explained to the League in a memoran­
dum communicated to the fourth Assembly (document A. 18. 1923. VI) and referred 
to in p:1ragraph 90 of the report of the Temporary Slavery Commission (A. 19., 
1925. VI) communicated to the sixth Assembly. The population of these tracts 
cannot be stated, as they have not been fully explored, but on a rough estimate 
the population of those in Assam is not more than 100,000. 

" 2. Generally speaking, the Goyernment of India cannot undertake obliga­
tions to embark on the conquest of unexplored or partly explored regions inhabited 
by primitive aboriginals amongst whom slavery or practices akin to slavery are . 
believed to exist, but are prepared to accept the obligation to exercise all peaceful 
influence to suppress them as opportunity occurs. · 

" 3. A proof of the desire of the Government of India to suppress remaining 
traces of slavery was given by the action of the Government of Burma in the 
Hukawng Valley, of which an account was given to the sixth Assembly in a memo­
randum (document A. 50. 1925. VI). Further action has since been taken in this 
direction by the Government of Burma. Steps are also being taken to bring about 
the disappearance of practices savouring of slavery in the Lushai Hills of Assam 
in which they still txist. 

" 4. The Government of India cannot, however, accept the definite obligations 
imposed by Articles 2 (b), 5, 6 and 7 in respect of these unadministered areas. The 
Indian delegation, therefore, has instructions, on signing the Convention, to specify 
in an excluding declaration under Article 9 of the Convention the geographical 
areas to which the obligations of these articles will not apply. 

" 5. The declaration of exclusion is so worded as to admit of separate accession 
on account of these territories when the circumstances are such as to enable the 
Government of India to fulfil the obligations of the Convention in respect to them. 

" B. That part of the declaration which excludes the Indian States is necessary 
on the following grounds : d 
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• " 1. The internal administration o~these State&ls in the hands of their owll 

rulers, but the exact relations in w~ic~ ~ach St~te stands to the Govern~bnt ~f. tAle 
King-Emperor areodependent on mdividual cir~um~ances and cannot e ne Y , 
explained. The Indian Legislature cannot legislate for these States. 

" 2'. Recent enquiries have satisfied the Govern~ent of Indil! that 'Slavery 
in the ordinary sense is not now' prattised in any Indian State and that, wiY~re 
conditions are present which may be held to amount. to forced lab?ur of the kmd 
against which the draft Conventions is directed, no senous ~~uses exist, and-progress . 
is in fact being made in removing or mitigating such conditiOns. • 

" 3. The draft Convention, however, imposes obligations upo~ the Signato~y 
States which would involve in the case of India direct interfereJ?-Ce With the domestic 
administration of the Indian States. The Government of India would be prepared 
to urge the rulers of those States to initiate measures of reform if they .had re~son 

' to believe that gross abuses existed in any of the.~. But th~y ~o n_ot consider 
that the conditions revealed by their recent enqumes would JUSti~y mterference 
to secure full enforcement of the provisions of the Slavery ConventiOn as regards 
forced labour. 

" 4. On the other hand, it is to be clearly understood that in many Stat~s 
the standard aimed at by the Convention has already been attaiJ?-ed aJ?-d. that m fl 

all others States steady progress is being effected both by public . opm10n and 
by the spontaneous action of the rulers. • • e 

" 5. The Government of India will not fail to bring to the notice of ~he 
rulers of Indian States the provisions accepted for India (other than the Indian 
States) under the Convention, together with suitable recommendations. " 

He requested that this declaration should be inserted in full in the Minutes. . . . 
• 

19. Draft Convention on Slavery: Draft Resolutions submitted by the Sub-Committee. 

The Committee began its examination of the draft resolutions submitted by the 
Sub-Committee : 

I. - " The Assembly : ., 
" Approves the- Convention on. Slavery drafted by its Sixth Committee and' 

earnestly trusts that it will be signed and ratified as soon as possible by all the 
Members of the League of Nations; • 

" Instructs the Secretary-G~neral to take the necessary steps to bring the Convention 
officially to the knowledge of all States Members or non-Members of the League of 
Nations which may not have signed it before the end of the present Assembly, to the 
end that they may sign or adhere to it in accordance with the. provisions of Article 10 
of the Convention. " · " • 

· This draft resolution was ado pled, with an alteration in the last line: the words 
"Article 10" should be altered to " Article 11 '?. - · · · . ·· 

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion 0~ t)le second draft resolution : 

II. - "The Assembly, 
"While ·recognising that forced labour for public purposes is sometimes necessary, 
" Is of opinion that, as a general rule, it should not be resorted to unless it is impossible 

to obtain voluntary labour and should receive adequate remuneration .. ". 

. Count VAN LYNDEN (Netherlands) said that in the Sub-Committee> he had objected to 
the draft report and the resolution now under discussion on the ground that he had not 
had an opportunity of studying them. · 

He wished to state that, a~ regards the questi?n i~ which ile was particularly interested, 
namely, the forced labour reqmred of the population m the Dutch East Indies for admin­
istrative pu~po~es in villages ?r for Governm~nt works of public utility, this labour was so 
gener~I and Indispensable tha~ It was not sufficient to recognise it as " sometimes necessary", 
that IS to say, as an exceptJ?n to the general rule. Those services were, however, duly 
r~gulaU:d and _co~trolled and Imposed no heavy burd~n on the population. Similar condi­
twns might exist m ?th~r countnes and, as the resolution was applicable· to all countries and 
all parts of the terntones of the Members of the League, it ought - as it appeared from 
the_ rc~ort .- ~o be intell'reted !n such a way a~ to leave a country free not to change its . 
pohcy m certam parts of 1ts terntory to the detnment of the economic life and developmenr 
of the interested populations. · 

As the report mentio~ed explicitly the possibility of exceptions to the general rule 
about adequate remuneration, the speaker thought tha't it was necessary that the same 
statement should be made as regards the second condition -the impossibility of obtaining 

• -. 
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voluntarylabour- and he tl'i.~refore prop(l{>ed that the words " although exceptions 'to this 
general rule may also be· necessary " should be inserted after the words " voluntary labour" 
in the report. 

· Considered in that light, 'be had no objection to th~ resolutJ1on. 
. . . 
~rl the proposa! ·of M. GoHR, Chairman of the Temporary Slavery• Commission, a 

draflzng amendment, mtended to make it clflar that the words " a's a creneral rule " in the 
French text of the resolution,. applied to both conditions, was adopted. "' , , ' 

0 

M. LouwERS (Belgium) said that, in spite of the lengthy debates to which this question 
had lliven ~ise, it seemed that the decision was still a rather hasty one and had not taken into 
cons~deratlo~ the full needs of the case. It was also drawn up in terms which were perhaps 
too <~mperatlve, and might give rise to -certain difficulties when applied. It was usual in 
mo~t colonies with primitive and backward populations to call on the natives to perform 
such work as the upkeep of roads, and even the making of roads connecting their villages 
with main roads, railways, etc. That was work in the general interest, and was not, as a rule, 
compensated by any form of payment, although in fact it was obligatory labour. How was 
the resolution to be understood? Would it henceforth be necessary to pay for such work? 
If so, many colonial budgets would no longer balance, such services would no longer be 
performed, and the real sufferers would be the primitive populations themselves. Some 
commentary upon or explanation of the resolution seemed necessary, therefore, to show 
that the general rule was not applicable to cases of this kind. 

Vi&l:oimt CECIL OF CHELwooo (British Empire) said that the question had been 
disc•lssed at considerable length, though he did not remember the Belgian delegate putting 
this objection forward in the Sub-Committee. He doubted whether the danger was serious. 
The resolution simply said that, as a general rule, forced labour should be paid for, and he 
did not think the Belgian delegate doubted that, as a general rule, forced labour, even for 
pubMc purposes, ought to be paid for. There were, however, recognised exceptions, and that 
could probably be made clearer in the body of the report, by adding after the words 
" exceptional ·cases ".the example of " road-making and the like ", which were in the 
interests of all the inhabitants. · · · 
. . 

:·· M. "di:niR, Chaifman of the Temporary Slavery Commission, pointed out that· the 
:fddition of such general terms as " road-making", without any distinction between the ·various 
categories of road-making, might defeat the purpose of the Convention and lead to many 
abuses. He thought that work done for the general benefit of the community· ought to be 
remunerated. 

. . . Sir Joseph CooK (Australia) agreed that the term " road-making " was too general and 
wide. • · · · 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) agreed . 

. · ..Sir Joseph CooK (Australia), continuing, said that the insertion .of such words wouldJ 
enable the. driving of great roads through whole territories where there were none before, 
and surely such work ought to be paid for. · Community arrangements already existed 
iml\bling each man to· keep in repair his own section of a road: It would be better to 
leave the resolution as it stood and not open'the door to grave abuses. 

M. NEMOURS (Haiti) said there was nothing in the Tesolution which· excluded the 
possibility regarded as necessary by the·Belgian delegate. · 

. .. . 

M. LouwE:Rs (Belgium) thought the discussion was valuable, because, if it was properly 
reported in the Minutes, it would help_ to· interpret the resolutions in the sense in which 
they were intended to be interpreted. The cases of work required of natives he had in mind 
were not precisely such cases as those mentioned by M. Gohr and Sir Joseph Cook. But 
other cases might arise. . In some colonies natives were expected to assist in building 
schools or hospitals or other things of the kind which were for their benefit ~r that of the 
villages. in which they li~ed, and i~ oug~t to .be made clear t~at a .certam amoun~ of 
latitude must be allowed m interpretmg th1s article so as to make1t apphcable to except10ns 
of that nature. · · 

M .. NEMOURS (Haiti) said that the works mentioned by M. Louwers were always carried 
out for the benefit of the natives themselves, and he thought they came within the exception~ 
contemplated by the resolution. 

Viscount CECIL oF CHELWOOD (British Empire) would not like to say that in no case should 
forced labour for building a school or. a hospital not be paid. He thought, howeve1·, that, 
in principle, it ought to be paid for. It would startle many of their populace very much to 
be· asked to build a village school or a hospital without being paid for it on the ground that 
they would benefit by the building. He hoped the exceptions would not be carried so far 
as -to destroy, the rule. 

d 



-34-

Ct~unt BoNtN-LoNGARE (Italy) wa~ afraid th~t the discussion might lead to the intro· 
duction of too many exceptions, both in the resolution 'and in the report. Personally, he 
would have preferred an article simply stating that forced labour wasdl!r allot~~d, ~~\~~ 
realised the arguments whicfu showed that, in view of the present con 1 IOns, IS w 
possible. In any case, he could not agree to too many exceptions which wou!~ se~m ~o make 
forced labour le6itimate. - · · " 

Dr. voN ScHUBERT (Germany) supported 'the views of t~e speakers who had pointed 
out the danger's of modifying the resolution. a . 

' M. LouwERS (Belgium) said that he had not p~oposed al!y modification but only ~Jshed 
to draw the attention of th~ Committee to certam exceptwnal -cases. He would II e t~ 
see mention of his remarks in the report to theAssembly and add~d that, when ~e ~poke 0 

schools and hospitals for the natives, it was, of course, not a questi~n of l~rge bml.di·~·g!l f.ut 
of thatched huts, small light buildings which were the first mamfestatton of CIVI 1sa Ion 
in backward colonies. 

Resolution II was adopted. 

The following resolution was adopted without debate : 

III. - " The Assembly : 
" Desires that the League of Nations should continue to interest itself in securing ' 

the progressive abolition of slavery and conditions analogous thereto and therefore 
begs that the Council will prepare and COIJ?-munica~El' to th~ Assembly every- year a 
document mentioning the laws and regulations which. parties to the Conventl® on 
Slavery, in accordance with Article 7, will have commumcated to. the Secr.etary-qeneral, 
and that the Council will include therein any supplementary ~nfofiJ?-ation which the 
Members of the League may be disposed spontaneously to furmsh with regard to. the 
measures taken by them to this end. " . e 

20. Forced Labour: Draft Reso'lution proposed by the Norwegian Delegation. 

The C:HAIRMAN opened the discussion on the following resolution, submitted by the 
Norwegian delegation: ~ 

" The Assembly : 
" Requests the Council to communicate to the Governing Body of'the International 

Labour Otfice its sense of the importance of the question of forced labour, and of the. ' 
urgency of its study with a view to international action, in connection with the exami­
nation of the conditions of native labour which the Governing Body has already instructed 
the International Labour Office to undertake. " • 

Sir Joseph CooK (Australia) said. he could not see the necessity of this resolution. If 
Dr. Nansen had ever had to submit to an examination of the Permanent Mandates Commis­
sion, he would know how keen the officials from the Labour Office were on that 0Very • 

'question of forced labour. The last thing needed was to stir them up any further. , 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELwooo (British Empire) said he was sure that in most cases the 
International Labour Office required no stimulus except that of its admirable and .. ener­
getic Director, but in the present case the position was rather different. It had been suggested 
at the sixth session of the Assembly- informally, it was true- that the Labour Office should 
undertake a study of the question of forced labour; such a study was begun and was proceed­
ing. If a convention were now passed in which some principles with regard to forced native 
labour were laid down, it might be argued that the Labour Office was almost precluded from 
going on with its study of the question, because it would be said : " A convention has been 
already agreed to laying down the principles on which.forced native labour should be employed, 
and therefore it is not really necessary to go any further into the matter". That was felt 
very seriously in very authoritative quarters. He was sure that that was not the wish 
of the Committee. On the contrary, the Committee had defended itsel} against accepting 
some of the propositions of the German delegate, for instance, on the grounds that they 
went too much into details, which had better be left to the Labour Office, the Members of 
the Assembly not being really qualified to lay down details"with regard to forced native 
labour. Sir Joseph Cook and he were equally impressed with the great devotion and zeal 
of the Mandates Commission, but that was not in question at the moment: the question 
was that of the general functions of the Labour Office. He thought it would be a mistake 
not to make it clear that it was not intended, by the adoption of the relevant article of the 
Convention, to hinder the Labour Organisation in its enquiries into the general conditions 
of forced native labour. The adoption of the resolution therefore seemed desirable and 
indeed necessary, because otherwise the Committee. might well have made an incomplete 
answer to the problem which had been sent to it to solve. • 

Dr. NANSEN (~orway) said he had nothing to add to what Viscount Cecil had so ably 
expressed. The Director of the Labour Office was present and might give the Committee 
J<Jme information; but if the proposal met with no objection, perhaps that was not necessary . 

• 
• 
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Sit· Joseph CooK (Austr-alia) said he had not the slightest objection to the resolution, 
but he did not thin;k it was n~ces&1lry. What he had said was said as a tribute to the inde­
fatigability ·and zeal of the Labour Office officials with regard to those matters. 

3 ) ·~ 

M. Albert THOMAS, Director of the International L~bour Office, said that the resolution 
was an oexcellent one. In the first place, it would make it clear to the ou~side world that 
tllei;e was no duplication of work. Article !} of the Convention dealt with the prevention 
of forced labour as far as that was possible ; the work of the Labour Office referred to the 
regulatiop and supervision of that labour where it still existed. The Committee was aware 
of the questionnaires which had been prepared. They dealt with the question of the, 
auth'lrities who had the right to require forced labour, the category of individuals who 
were subject to it, and exemptions and the means of redemption. 

· JJnder the resolution, the Labour Office would be able to go ahead with its work in full 
security and with the certainty that it would not give rise to any impression of duplication 

• or overlapping of functions. The moral effect was valuable also, because the resolution 
showed the collaboration which existed between all the organs within the League of Nations. 

· M. LouwERs (Belgium) wished to have some explanations as regards the intervention 
of the International Labour Office in this matter. It had, in fact, already made certain 
arrangements for which a new credit would probably be voted by the Assembly the following 
day, so that the Committee really found itself before a fait accompli. 

• It was, however, necessary to know exactly how the Office intended to carry out its 
new duties as regards. colonial labour. Its present organisation had in fact been set up in 
view of ~onditions not at all sill}ilflr to those existing in the colonies. Its principal organs 
were composed solely of representatives of employers and workers as well as specialists in 
indu~rial and economic questions arising in highly civilised countries. 

If the idea of the Office was to deal with the question of native labour from a purely 
theoretical standpoint, it would be sufficient to secure the services of experts. But if it went 
furtbtr and proposed to draft conventions, it seemed doubtful whether the institution as at 
present organised was quite fitted for that particular·work. This was a question to which 
attention ought to be called before the resolution was voted. He was, however, prepared 
to vote in favour of the resolution if the phrase " international regulation " were substituted 
for the very vague phrase "international action " in Dr. Nansen's motion. 

a General FREIRE n'ANDRADE (Portugal) supported Dr. Nansen's motion: he could 
indeed hardly do otherwise, because for years he had advocated that this question should be 
dealt with by the International Labour Office. It was a pity that this question of forced 
labour had not been dealt with earlier by that organisation, as that would have avoided 

• certain difficulties in the drafting of the Convention. He did not think that the apprehen­
sions expressed by the Belgian delegate were justified. The Office was not directed by 
idealists but by practical persons who had a knowledge of the conditions in colonial 
countrie~ as well as in industrial ~::ountries. 

· Count BoNIN-LONGARE (Italy) said that he was unable to realise fully the bearing of this · 
resolution, which had only been submitted a moment ago. If it were passed in the sense of 
.expr~sing gratitude and approval of the work of the International Labour Office and to J 

avoid an interruption in its work, he was entirely in agreement with it. But it seemed to go 
further, requesting the collaboration of the Office, and he would like to see how this would 
work out practically and what effects it might have on the various colonial administrations 
of the different countries. It was necessary to be very careful and prudent in this matt~r; 
it would be dangerous for this Committee to give to the world and in the different countnes 
themselves an impression of .excessive interference vis-a-vis the colonial administrations. 
He did not like the phrase " international action " used in the resolution, nor the new phrase 
suggested by M. Louwers, "international regulation ", and he would urge that they be 
omitted. 

M. AuBERT (France) asked the Director of the International Labour Office to recall the 
terms under which its Governing Body gave it instructions to deal with the matter. He 
thought that they ~ould explain the serise of the words "for international action ". 

M. Albert THOMAS, Director of the International Labour Office, in reply to Count Bonin­
Longare, said that, though th~ moti~n had on~y bee!). presented at that me~ting, th~ question 
had already been raised by a resolution submitted by Dr. Nansen at the sixth session of the 
Assembly and had given rise to discussions both within and outside the Assembly. He 
would particularly refer to a speech made by Visc;ount Cecil in the House of Lords and which 
contained the following statement : · 

'! ••• We did feel [at thesixthsessionoftheAssembly]thatthiswasamatterwhich 
it was very difficult for the League of Nations to deal with in view of the fact that there 
was another international institution much better equipped to deal with the details 

,. of the employment of labour. When Dr. Nansen moved the additional article, that the 
International Labour Office _be called upon to deal with it, we said that it was difficult 
for the League to direct the proceedings of the International Labour Office, but we did 
put it into the report of the Assembly to call the attention of the International Labour 
Office to the matter, " 

•• 
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The q·uestion had been raised whether the Internatiolj.ftl L~~our Offic~ was really ~ompe­
tent in this matter. The Belgian delegate had spoken of a {a!l accomplz, _but the Director 
of the International Labo~ Offi.ce did not wis~ that the competence ~f h1s. Bureau s.hould < 

appear to have been established m f!ct but not m law. It mtlst not be Imfl:gmed _that 1t :was 
by an imperialistic act .that the Labour Office h~~ been brought to d~al With this q,u~stwn, 
but because itscGovernu}g Body had been of opmwn that, on the basis .of tl:te provlSlons of 
the Treaty, it had the right to deal with it.o He pointed out tha_t •. m the Preamble to 
Article 405 of'the Versailles Treatv and in Articles 421 and 427, provisiOns were to be found 
by which those who drafted the Trea~y had s_h?wn how speci~l account ~hould be•~aken of 

'the differences resulting from the sp~Cial cond~bons of the ':ano~s countnes and ~heir popu­
lations. Those articles fores~w special exceptiOns and modifications to be. made m tM case 
of colonies, .protectorates and mandated territories, etc. 

The question whether the Labour Organisation was competent to unde~tf~:l<e the necessary 
action had also been raised. A credit had now been grante~ permittmg t~e. ~ab<!ur • 
Office toset up a small committee of experts on native_labour whiCh woul~ p~ovide It w1th 
the necessary scientific authority. In case the International Labour Orgamsation sho~ld go 
further and promote international regulations in the matter, the neces.sary gu~rantees would 
be found in its constitution. It was true that the Governmg Body was appomted for three 
years and consisted of representatives of Gove;nments,_ of employers and. of workers, but 
when any special questiOn was brought up which reqmred expert knowledge, the rules of 
procedure of that body permitted its members to bring experts. 

0 
It was the Governing Body which had the. task of drawing up the agenda for the Confe­

rences. At the Conferences which discussed the matters., t'ach country was repre~nted by 
fourdelegates-twoGovernment representatives, one of employers and one oflabour. The 
delegates were often changed according to the questions dealt with. The delegates repisesent-: 
ing the Governments might thus be nomil;ated on one occasion .by the p~partme~t of 
Commerce and at another time by the Coloma! Department, etc. . This elasticity provided 
the necessary guarantees that the delegations might always comprise competent persgns ih 
the various matters. -

The two points which the Governing Body had asked the Committee o'f Experts to deal 
with were: (1) the regulation of forced labour, including the details to which he had just 
referred ; (2) the question of long-term contract labour. When the Governing Body received 
the reports of the Committee, it would consider whether there were any points on which 
international regulation could be made and whether accordingly such points should be put 
on the agenda of some future conference. 

The Italian delegate had shown certain misgivings as regards the possibility of an inter­
national regulation in this new field and had seemed to fear an interference with the sovereig~.o 
rights of the States. · • 

The Director of the International Labour Office referred to the various decisions of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice. In one of these decisions, the Court had pointed 
out that the Governments had several grounds on which to protect their rights.· In the 
first place, eight of the leading industrial Powers had the right of vetoing any point which 
they considered should not be placed on the agenda of a conference. Secondly, each Govern-

~ ment was represented by two delegates, who also had a right to defend their case before 
the Conference. Finally, should any proposed draft convention go through whicft an'/ 
Government believed to be unsuitable or undesirable in the interest of its own sovereign 
rights, it always had the last resource of refusing to ratify the convention. . 

After these explanations, M. Albert Thomas hoped that the Commission would be able to 
agree to ~he resolution without omitting the sentence which had been discussed. Perhaps, 
~<!wever, ~t would. be ,?seful to introduce the words " inter~ational regulation:" instead of 

mternabonal action . He also hoped that the Committee would be able to take a vote 
on ~he resolution t~e same evenin~. !he passing of this resolution would certainly be in 
the. mterest of a sabsfact<!ry ~o-ordmabon between the work of the League of Nations and 
of Its autonomous orgamsabon the International Labour Office. 

1\1. -~UBERT (France) said he understood from the remarks that had .just been made 
by the ~1rector of t?e Labour Offi_ce that, ~s a result of a suggestion mentioned in the report 
of the Sixth Commit!ee to the s1xth sessiOn of the Assembly, the Governing Body of the 
Labour Office had decided that ~ study should be made of the question of forced labour. .He 
also unders~ood that, on the bas1s of t~e results of the enquiries made by the Labour Office, 
th~ Go_verm_ng Body would have to de~rde whether there was !my call for international regu­
lation m thzs matter. It s~emed to hzm that .the resolution before the Committee would go 
beyond and ~upersede th~ rzghts ~f the Goyernmg Body in this matter by already proclaiming 
that there v;as a call for !nternabonal actiOn or regulation. He thought that this would be 
premature and should, m con~equence, be avoi~ed. The Committee ought only to note 
that, as a result of the suggestiOn made, an e~qmry had been undertaken. The Governing 
Body o~ the Labour O~ce sho~ld be left e~brely free to decide whether, in its opinion, 
there .":as any call for mter~atzonal regulation. When the Governing Body had come to 
a deCL~IO~, he tho~g.ht the different G?vernments should be left free to decide whether thr¥ 
agreed with the opmwn of the Govermng Body.J 

, Dr •• NAssEs (~orway) said he was afr~id that, if the words proposed by the delegate for 
Italy were suppres~;ed, they would be takmg the heart out of the whole resolution. There 

• 
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had been an ab~se ?f forced fa,bou~;,!lmof!gs.t natives, and they all agreed that something'should 
b~ done to abolish It. The resolutiOn did not say anything more, and he could not withdraw 
his proposal. Perhaps, however, the word " possible " might be added before the words 

' " international regulation ".. ., > ~ 

~ D . 

, T~e CHAIRMAN said there were several other delegates who had,expressed a wish to speak 
on "this matter and he would therefore• adjourn the discussion until 10 o'clock the 
f?llowini morning. ' 

SIXTH MEETING 

·Held on Friday, September 24th, 1926, at 10 a.m. 

,_ 

·Chairman : M. DE BRoucKERE (Belgium). 

21. Forced Labour: Draft Resolution proposed by the Norwegian D.elegation (continuation). 

M. Albert THOMAS, Director of the International Labour Office, said that, at the 
previoug meeting, he had pointed out that the adoption of a resolution by the Assembly 
wouild be of interest to the International Labour Office from the point of view of the 
co-ordination of the work of the two bodies. - . _ 
_ The- suggestion which he would ask to be permitted to present might be somewhat 

unusual but it might be a reply to the objections raised the previous day. It was a new 
texe of a -resolution which, if found satisfactory, might be unanimously adopted. It 
:was as follows : - -

" The Assembly, 
" Taking note of the work which has been undertaken by tbe International Labour 

Office, in conformity with the mission conferred upon it and within the scope of its 
• constitution, for an international regulation of native labour. 

" Considering that these enquiries and studies naturally include the problem of 
forced or obligatory-labour, - . · . 

. " Requests the Council to inform the Governing Body of the International 
Labour Office of the adoption of the present Convention and to draw attention to the 
importance of the work undertaken by the International Labour Office to prevent forced 
or obligatory 'labour from creating a situation analogou~ to slavery. " -

~ . 
That resolution first took note of the work which the International Labour Office 

was doing for the regulation of forced labour. That work already existed, was referred 
to last year by Viscount Cecil, and was within the constitution of the International Labour 
Office. His resolution then pointed out that those studies and researches naturally included 

• the ~roblems of forced and obligatory labour and showed the connection between the work' 
of the International Labour Office and the new Convention. . 

It finally requested the Council to inform the Governing Body of the Interna~ional 
Labour Office of the adoption of the Convention and to draw its attention to the importance 
of the work undertaken specially in order to prevent conditions analogous to slavery from 
arising. To indicate clearly the point of view from which the Assembly had approached 
the matter, he had taken the exact words of Article 5 of the draft Convention which was 
before them. 

Dr. NANSEN (Norway), replying to the Chairman, said that he accepted the text proposed 
by M. Thomas. . · · . - _ . · . -

Viscount CEcg.. OF CHELwoon (British Empire) thought that some of his colleagues 
had been afraid, on the previous day, of what looked like a dictation of policy to the 
-International Labour Organisation, that the words " with a view to international action " 
might be, as it were, a djrection from the League of Nations as to what the Labour 
Organisation ought to do. He did not see any objection to the form of words discussed on 
the previous day, but there was a possible danger, though it was not very likely to arise. 
With two slight alterations, he thought that M. Thomas's new version entirelv met the 
·difficulty. - · _ • 

He had no doubt that the statement in the Preamble was correct, because M. Thomas 
was a great authority on the mission and constitution of the Labour Office, but it was not 
·_quite the business of the Committee to tell the Office what was in accordance with its mission 
and constitution. He suggested, therefore, that the resolution should begin in this way : 

.. " The Assembly, taking note of the work undertaken by the International Labour Office for 
the international regulation of the conditions of native labour ". 

No objection could be taken to the request that the Council should inform the Governing 
Body of the International Labour Office of the ~doption of the present Convention. It was 
a matter of courtesy from one great international body to another. But the exact turn 

.;J 
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of the -plu-il;es that followed seemed to be att~m~t!ng a Vtt1e. too much to take out of the 
hands of the International Labour Office the drrectiOn of rts work, and he would prefer the 
followina form· "and to draw its attention to the importance of the work undertaken by 
the Inte~natio~al Labour 11mce, in ...-iew of the present Con"ention, in seeking to .,Prevent 
conditions analogous to those of slavery resulting from compulsory or forced labour · 

He hoped that the alterations would be acceptable to M. Thomas and ~~uld rrfuet t~e 
preoccupations of some of his own colleagues. • He thought that the resol.utron adopted rn 
this form woukl be a valuable addition to the important work the Commrttee had already 
accomplished. • • · . . . 

Sir Joseph CooK (Australia) understood that it was intended that the Sixth Committee 
should formally ask that this tnatter should be _dealt wi!h by the LabQ_ur Office. M. Thomas 
had already said that all the necessary machmery exrsted for carrymg out the work. 

The amount of money available for the current year's expenditure of the League had 
already been allocated. Whatever the Committee might do would involve a g~od sum 
in the way of a fresh credit, and if two organisations were to carry out the work, rt would 
mean a good deal more. 

Viscount CECIL oF CHELwooo (British Empire) pointed out that M. Thomas had 
reassured them on that point yesterday. 

Sir Joseph CooK (Australia) would like to have the assurance from M. Thomas _now , 
that it would not involve any fresh credit- at any rate, for the current year. The Commrttee 
should carefully consider which side of the League wouJ.d.administer this very ifiportant 
matter and prevent unnecessary duplication. , • 

Count VAN LYNDEN (Netherlands) said that the resolution submitted by M.Albe,rtThomas• 
though he had not the text of it in front of him, appeared to be open to the same criticisms 
as those which he had intended to make in regard to the proposal of Dr. Nansen. Sin-e, so 
far as he knew, the competence of the International Labour Office to take up the question 
of forced labour had never been questioned, this reason for voting the resolution did not 
seem to him to be conclusive. 

Secondly, in view of the fact that the International. Office was already dealing with 
the question, it did not seem necessary to draw its attention to it. Everyone who was 
familiar either with the International Labour Office or its Director would be unable to accuse 
it of any lack of zeal. The observation contained in the Minutes of the s~ssionoftheGoverning 
Body of January last, according to which the sixth session of the Assembly had invited the 
International Labour Office to frame a charter for native labour, seemed to rest upon a 
misunderstanding. The Assembly had not addressed any such invitation to the Inter .. -' 
national Labour Office, although perhaps an isolated Member might have expressed a desire 
in this sense. The draft resolution of Dr. Nansen to this effect had, on the contrary, been 
referred to the Governments. In any event, this organisation on its own initiative was 
now dealing with the question. He did not wish to make any criticism in regard to the 
matter, but he thought that it was useless for. the Sixth Committee to direct the attention 
of the International Labour Office to the subject. As, therefore, he, did not see any valid 

.reasons for voting the resolution, he thought that it would be better not to accept it. • • 

. The CHAIRMAN said that the resolution, embodying the various amendments proposed, 
now· ran as follows : . . 

- "The Assembly, 
" Taking note of the work undertaken by the International Labour Office for 

the international regulation of the conditions of native labour; 
" Considering that these studies naturally include the problem of forced labour; 
" Instructs the Secretary-General to inform the Governing Body of the International 

~abour Office of the adoption of the present Convention and to draw its attention to the 
Importance of the work undertaken by the Office in view of the provisions of the 
Convention seeking to prevent forced labour from developing into conditions analogous 
to slavery. " 

• 
Viscount CECIL OF CHELwooo (British Empire) intimated his agreement with this form 

of words. · 
• 

Co_unt BoNIN-LoN?ARE (Italy) reg~etted that he was not in a position to accept this 
~esolub~n. He recogms.ed !ill the ment of the International Labour Office in concerning 
1t~lf Wit~ such !tumamtana1;1 questions, but here the Committee was asking it to deal 
With an mtemabonal regulation of forced labour, which was an entirely new matter . 

. The Asse~bly wo!lld seem to be acting rather rashly if it tried to decide on this very 
dehca.te quest~on: which was really very far as yet from solution, and which raised a 
question of prmciple and of competence. He wished to emphasise that his country had 
always, in the colonies under its authority, taken the strictest measures not only against. 
slavery but also against forced labour in all its forms. Nevertheless, he felt obliged to 
ma~e all.possible reservations as to the question of principle now raised - reservations . 
whwh might also affect the attitude of the representative of Italy on the Council when the 
matter came to be discussed by that body. · . 
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VIscount CECIL oF Ca_EI,Woqp (Briti$ Empire) thought that the fears of his 1taliau 
colleag~e w,ere p~rhaps a little exaggerated. Sir Joseph Cook had been very much afraid 

• that ~his would mvolve fresh. expenditure, but Viscount Cecil lJ.llderstood from M. Tltomas 
that It wo~ld not, as a matter of fact, require any ~pplemeiitary credit for this Office. 

Any further expens~ so far as the Secretariat was concerned would only arise next year 
whe~ tliey carlie to cons~der, from the budgetary point of view, the returns on the documents 
rel~mg to slavery. J:!Is Australian colleague had also suggested that, in approving the 
actio~. of the InternatiOnal Labour Office in entering upon a study of the question of the 
conditro~s of forced labour, there was a dapger of dividing the responsibility between the 
Inte~natronal Labour Office and the. Secretariat. In a sense, this must always be the case" 

_when one ~o~ched upon conditions affecting labour. Wheq, it came to the application 
of the details, however, the matter must be left to the International Labour Office. That 

- was 'the procedure contemplated under Article 5. 
• . . With regard to forced labour for public purposes, a strong recommendation was put 

m the report that such labour ought to have adequate remuneration and should only exist 
where voluntary labour was not obtainable. With regard· to forced labour for private 
purposes, certain conditions were added which the ·committee thought absolutely essential 
in order to prevent forced labour degenerating into slavery. _ -

Beyond these general principles, it would have to be left to the International 
Labour Office to prosecute its enquiries as to what it would advise with respect to t!Je 
conditions of -forced labour: The information had been brought to the Committee through 

0 the Norwegian delegation that it was desira})le to adopt a resolution saying that there was 
no wish to interfere with the International Labour Oflice, but, on the contrary, a desire to 
wish ·it 0 god speed in its work? • It seemed to him that the amended resolution· was 
admi;rably designed for that ·purpose and only carried out the -general principles laid 
down in Article 5 of the Convention . 

• 
M. LouwERS (Belgium) supported the resolution as amended. 
0 

· Dr. VON ScHUBERT (Germany) thought the Committee should do its best to further 
this work in any direction. He quite understood the apprehensions expressed by Count 
Bonin-Longare, but he hoped the Italian delegate might find it possible to give his 
adherence iii view of the great aims they were trying to reach. 

0 l\:1. AuBERT (France) said that, as evidenced by Article 5 of the Convention, they were 
all agreed on the need for suppressing forced labour, and it was very desirable that they 
should enlist the co-operation of such an important body as'the International Labour Office. 

c.It was quite right to have an enquiry, but he thought it should be made quite 
Hear that there was nothing in all this discussion, at the very end of the session of the 
Assembly, which committed them one way or the other to the possibility of a future Inter­
nationab_ Convention on Forced Labour. This matter ought to be left for the decision 
of the competent body -. the International Labour Conference. 

General FREIRE o'ANDRADE (Portugal) was perfectly satisfied with the resolution and 
was in agreement with what had been said by Viscount Cecil. . . ) 

. · . Sir WilHam VxN~ENT (India) said that he was anxious not to oppose any measures of 
this kind, but he was also anxious that the League of Nations should not infringe on what 
was a national as opposed to an international concern. There were words in the Preamble 
which seemed to ge. a little further than anything that had been accepted hitherto, and, 
under these circumstances, he must reserve his decision. · 

Sir Joseph CooK (Australia) was quite satisfied with the explanation and the- terms of 
this ·resolution. This was an instruction practically to hand over to the Labour Office the 
administration of this question of forced labour. So long as one organisation, and not two, 
was going to deal with it, he was quite satisfied. 

Count BoNuir-ioNGARE (Italy) iliought that a new text would be required in view ·of 
the present discusshm if unanimity was to be secured. 

M. AuBERT (France) had no objection to· a new text being prepared. If the present 
text were preserved, it shoulj. be modified in the sense that no international regulation had 
been decided on in principle, but that the matter woul'd be left for the Labour Conference. 

M. Albert THOMAS, Director of the International Labour Office, said he was prepared to 
accept the compromise,' provided it did not challenge the rights and obligations of the 
International Labour Office under Part XIII of the Treaty of Versailles. He was therefore 
prepared to omit the words " for the international regulation of the conditions of native 
labour " and to reinstate the words he had ·previously proposed, namely, " in conformity 
with the mission which has been confided to it". 
" Count BoNIN-LONGARE (Italy) said that he was in a difficult position because he had 
always firmly opposed forced labour and hoped that some day there would be a convention 
abolishing it. He thanked M. Albert Thomas for his proposal but asked whether he could 
not also agree to omit the words " in view of the provisions of the Convention ". 

. .;) 
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1\t. Alb~rt THOMAS, Director of the International Labour ®~ce, s~id that t~e wording 
was that of Viscount Cecil, and made. it clear that it was A qut!StiOn whtch had ariSen out of 
the Convention just approved. · • 

. . ~ . " . . ' 

Sir William VINCENT (India) said that he could- accei>t the resolutiot;~ as naw amended 
without making. reservations. o o 

. e o o o 

Viscount CECIL oF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that •. so far as he was concern~d, 
he did not really object to the last change proposed by the ltahan delegate. The only pomt 
<was that it was not the business of the Labour Office to put a stop to forced labour of a nature 
analoaous to slavery. _ This was being done under the Convention. But, granted that~~hey 
had p~t a stop to it, it was still the business of the Labour Office to see tha~ ~he condtbons 
of forced labour were fair. He thought, therefore, that the words he had ongu~ally dmfted 
more accurately expressed the functions of the Labour Office. What the Comm~ttee wanted 
to do was to say to the Labour Office : " Go on and prosper ". . If th~ Itahan delegate 
was quite sure that the words he had proposed would be preferred by his Government, he 
would accept them; but his own view would have been exactly the contrary. 

Count VAN LYNDEN (Netherlands) sai_d he had no instructions and would therefore 
apstain, but his abstention did not imply any doubt as to the competenc~ of the Labour 
Office from a legal point of view to deal with the matter when the ConventiOn should have 
come into force. · 

.The resolution was adopted in the following form, the N'Hherlands delegation ablftaining: 
• " The .Assembly, _ . . 

" Taking note of the work undertaken by the International Labom; Office m 
conformity with the mission which has been confided to it, and within the limits of 
its constitution; o 

" Considering that these studies naturally include the problem of forced labour.: 
" Requests the Council to inform the Governing Body of the International Labour 

Office of the adoption of the present Convention, and to draw its attention to the 
importance of the work undertaken by the Office with a view to studying how to prevent 
forced and compulsory labour developing into conditions analogous to slavery.·" · 

0 

- · Viscount CECIL OF CHELwoon (Brltish Empire) said that he would have to put a par.t~ 
graph into his report with regard to this resolution and suggested the following : _ 

" Last year, the representative of Norway called attention to the useful worl\, .. 
which could be done by the International Labour Office in bringing about bettercondi-

-tions for native labour; and the ·question .was again considered this year. I shall shortly 
propose a resolution on this subject. " o 

22. Draft Convention on Slavery : Draft Report of the Sixth Committee to the Assembly. 

c !Jte draft _report of ~he Committee to the Assembly, submitted by Viscount Cecif, was • 
considered section bysection : · - · _ . - - . 

Introduction . 

. " The Sixth Committee, with the help o~ a Sub-Committee and assisted by M. Gohr, 
Charrma? of th_e Temporary Slavery C~mrmssion, considered anew, in the light of the 
observatiOns whtch had been m!lde by _vanous Governments and by members of the Commit· 
tee, !,he draft Slavery ConventiOJl w~tch 'Yas p_repared by- the la.st Assembly. · 

As a result _of the careful constderabon gtven to this question during the sixth session 
of the Assembly, It w!ls unneces~ary to go over much of the ground which had been so fully 
covered on. the previOus occasiOn. In order, however, . that the present report may be 
comp~ehensive, ~uch of _the comment l"ontained in the report which I had the honour to 
su~nut to the stxth s~sswn of the Assembly has been embodied in the present document, 
which therefore constitutes a full commentary on the final text of the•Convention. " 

Article 1 (Definitions). ~ . 

The text submitted by Viscount Cecil was as follows : 
· " No change has been m.ade in this article. The text is primarily the result of the 
wo~k o_f legal experts, .and .Is based on the minimum provisions of existing colonial 
legislation and on previous mternational conventions. " · · 

M. GoHI~, Chairman of ~he Temporary Slavery Commission, thought that this part of 
t_he report did. n~t perhaps m every way correspond to the intentions of the Temporarx_ 
S_Iavery Commiss!o~ no~ of the Sixth Committee itself. In order not to prolong the discus­
:!on, he .~ould hmi~ himself to suffgesti!lg a slight modification - that, after the word 
. experts , _the p_hrasmg sh_ould. run: and It appeared to the Committee that it was ~ufficiently 
m con!or:m1ty With t)le chtef a1ms they had in view", omitting the words: "and i!, based on 

• 
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the minimum provisions o1 existing colonial legislation and on previous ini?ernational 
conventions ". " !l "' 

"" · Viscou~t CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) s;id that ~e had no objection to this 
change. , . \ 

TJ(l) section was adopted, with the a~endment proposed by M. Gohr.' , 
• • l -

Article 2. - Abolition of "slavery and the Slave Trade.· • 

A d~scussion took place on the following paragraph of the draft report: · 
.. " A slight chang~ has been made in the drafting of sub-paragraph (b) of this article.' 
the. words ' n?tably !n th~ case of domestic slavery and cimilar conditions ' being nbw 
.pmitted. Th1s modification was made because it was believed that ·such conditions 
came within the definition of slavery contained in the first article and that no .further 
prohibition .of them in express terms was necessary. This applies not only to domestic 
slavery b~t to all those conditions mentioned by the Temporary Slavery ·commission 
and to which I referred last year, i.e., ' debt slavery ', the enslaving of persons disguised 
as the adoption of children and the acquisition of girls by purchase disguised as payment 
of dowry, etc. " · 

M. GOHR, Chairman of the Temporary Slavery Commission,. questioned the correctness 
of the words " it was believed that such conditions came within the definition of slavery 

0 contained in the first article ". If these words were retained, he would like to add the 
followinS ~ords as ancorrecti:ve :~the end of the paragraph·: 

" Even if, as is possible, these last practices do not come under the definition of 
· ~avery as it is given in Article 1, the Commission is .unanimously of the opinion 

that tJley must be combated. In a more general way, it interprets Article 2 as tending 
to bring about the disappearance, from written legislation or from the customs of the 
sountry, everything which admits the maintenance by a private individual of rights 
over another person of the same nature as the rights which an individual can have 
over things. " 
After an exchange of views, the additfon proposed by M. Gohr was aliopted. 

· M. OoMs (Liberia), with regard to the reference to "the acquisition ·of girls by purchase 
di~guised as payment of dowry", said that there existed between Liberia and the British 
Government an Agreement, ratified in 1921, whereby, on the boundary between Sierra 
Leone and Liberia, it had been stipulated that any dowry should not exceed £5 sterling. 

• Viscount CECIL oF CHELWOOD (British Empire) thought that the observations .of the 
Liberian delegate fitted in very clo·sely with the words of the report. 

• 

Th~ CHAIRMAN said that the Committee would note with satisfaction the statement made 
by M. Ooms. 

This section of the report was adopted, as amended. 

• Article 3 - Slave Trade by Sea . 

This section -of the draft report read as follows : 
· " The· British Government again supported a suggestion contained in the report 

of the Temporary Slavery Commission that' the transport of slaves by sea be treated 
in the Convention as piracy. The Sixth Committee took the same attitude toward 
the question from a moral point of view, but many members of the Committee thought 
that serious difficulties arose as regards the application in law of this proposal. No 
attempt has therefore been made to incorporate a clause to this effect in Article 3. 

· " The French Government proposes that instead the provisions of the Arms 
Traffic Convention dealing with maritime rights should be inserted in the Convention, 
with the necessary adaptations to make them applicable to slaves. Other delegations 
felt however that to make so considerable a change in the Convention would not be 
in ~onsonanc~ with their instructions. The Committee therefore decided to confine 
itself to the a'\'tic1e in the draft which, though it accepts the principle of the Arms 
Traffic Convention in this respect, gives greater elasticity as to the ' final arrangements 
to be made'." • • 
Count BoNIN-LoNGARE (Italy) congratulate.d Viscount Cecil .on the excellent. way in 

which he had summarised the views expressed m the Sub-Committee, but he noticed one 
omission. There was no reference to the amendment adopted in the Sub-Committee with 
regard to speciai agreements. He wo~ld like some words added recog~ising th~ importance 
of such treaties and conveying SO!fleth!ng to the effect that the Committee desired to l.ea:e 
the door open to special tr~ties, It bemg understood, of course, that these would be Wlthm 
the meaning of the Convention. · · · 

• Viscount CECIL oF CHELWOOD (British Empire) agreed that a few words to this effect 
might be· added. · · . • 

· With regard to the compliment which M. Bonin-Longare had paid him, he must disclaim 
it so far as he himself was concerned. If the draft had any merit, the main credit must 
be assigned to the Secretariat. · 

• 
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Mter"an exchange of" views, the following revised drafl wd's adopted: 

" In particular, attention may be drawr:' to the thlrd 
0

para~raph of Artiple 3, which 
provides for the concl'-liion of sP.ecial agreements between, the s1gnatory Powllrs. . These"' 
a!!l'eements will enable the parti~s concerned to make arrangements of greatel strm~ency 
a~d stipulations ~ette.~ suited to local condition~ than are possible in a .genera] mter-
national C&nvenhono · - • 

. Prince ArwA (Pe;sia), with regard to the last paragraph in the report on A~icl~ 3, poi~ted 
out that, as Persia had not accepted the principle of the Arms Traffic Convention, 1t .woul_d_ be 
<desirable to omit the reference to that Convention, or, alternatively, to have an add1hon 
at the' end of the paragraph : . . . 0 

. " • . • In particula"r as regards the supervision of mltive ships- an expression which 
cannot be applied to vessels belonging to the signatory States. " • 

Count BoNIN-LONGARE (Italy) thought that- the Persian amend~ent. was going too ~ar. : 
On the previous day, a paragraph had been added to satisfy t~e obJections of the Pers~an 
delegation, which showed that all vessels were on the same footmg. He _hoped the Pers1an 
delegate would be content with this ; otherwise there would be a contradiCtion between the 
text of the Convention and the text of the report. 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELwooo (British Empire) said that he understood that his Persian 
colleague desired that there should be no inequality between the signatory States. He 
suggested the following words : · · e 

" The Committee therefore decided to confine itsEl).k.to the artiCle in the draf,t which, 
though it accepts the principle of the Arms Traffic Convention, provides for the absolute_ ' 
equality of signatory States and gives greater elasticity as ±o the final_ arrangements 
to be made. ·: · • 

Prince ARFA (Persia) said that he found himself in a difficult position, as he. had binding 
instructions from his Government on this point. Persia had always refused to reco•gnise 
the Arms Traffic Convention. He- .asked the Committee therefore not to insert words 
stating that the signatories accepted the principles of that Convention. If he could not be 
given satisfaction on this point, he requested that the reservation made by him should be 
expressly mentioned in the report. 

Sir William VINCENT (India) said that he only accepted the paragraph in therepott_ 
on the understanding thatit was subject to the reservation he made at the previous meeting. 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELwooo (British Empire) said that he could see the difficulty his 
Persian colleague was in and therefore he suggested the ·following : ~ 

" Other delegations felt, however, that to make so considerable a change in the 
Convention would not be in consonance with their instructions.. The Committ~e there­
fore decided to confine itself to the article in the draft, which, though it recognises 
that some of the provisions of the Convention concerning the International Trade in 
Arms should form the basis of the proposed new agreement, provides for the absolute 
equality of the si~natory States and gives elasticity as to the final arrangements to be 
made. " • • 

Prince ARFA (Persia) asked whether the English amendment used the word " provisions " 
and not " principles ". · 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that that was what he had suggested. 

M. AuBERT (France) wished to retain the words as they were and to add at the end of 
the paragraph the words contained in Article 3 of the Convention : . 

_ " It is understood t_hat this general Convention will not place the ·ships (even of 
small- tonnage) of any Htgh Contracting Parties in a position different from that of the 
other High Contracting Parties. " · · 

. . The CHAIRMAN said he thought it would be dangerous to try and interpret the text 
m the report. He proposed that the Committee should merely say tJtat it adopted the 
compromise form of text for Article 3 instead of giving the reasons why they adopted it. 

P~inc_e AR~A (!;~rsia) sai? he was prepared to accept Viscount Cecil's text with the 
word shpulatwn· mserted m the French text instead of tlfu word " principle ". . 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) hoped that, if time were given to his 
French colleague _to reflect, he would not have any objection to the text he proposed · it 
mer~ly stated qmte plainly what had been said in the article. As it met the wishes of fthe 
Perstan delegate~ he suggested they should leave it. · · 

After an exchange of views, the following text was adopted: 
. " The Committ~e ther~~ore decided to confine itself to the article in the draft 

• whtch refers to certam provJsJons of the Arms Traffic Convention, gives greater elasticity• · 
a_s to the fi_nal arrangements to be made and provides for the absolute equality of the· 
Mgnatory States. " · · 

This section of the report wa.~ adopted, as amended. 
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A;liclt>, 4 - l\1utual Assistance. 

~ The first paragraph of this ~rticle of the draft report ~as as fo,\lows : 

. . :· N_o'0 change has been made in this ~rticle ; but the various suggestions as to its 
apph'CatiOn <made on behalf of the Comm1ttee last year may be recalled."· It was then 

o JM>inted out that mutual assistance might be given in particula'r b:r arrangements for 
the right of pu~su!t across !nland frontiers, a point treated in the report of the, Temporary 
Slavero/. CommiSSIOn; It 1~ to be hoped that such arrangements for the right of pursuit 
11cross mland frontiers w1ll be concluded by the States concerned; particularly those , 
sitllated in Africa, Arabia or Asia, or those having possessions in these parts of the 

. worlc;l. " . o · 

0 

M. AuBERT (France) said that he ·had not before him the text of last year's report 
and could not agree to the insertion of the words in the·last s'entence ~ .. it is to be hoped that 
such arrangements for the right of pursuit across inland frontierS will be concluded by the 
States concerned ". In view of the fact that no decision had been taken on this point, he 
did not see how the Committee could make such a recommendation. 

Viscount CECIL oF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that a similar wording was accepted 
by the French delegation last year. This was a matter which was raised in the Temporary 

,, ~lavery Commission's report, and it had been decided that it could not be put in the Convention 
because it was too elaborate, but they hoped that some such provision would be made by 
special ag1eement. The only differance between the two forms was that last year he had 
said : "eti sincerely trust that such. arrangements ", and so on, whilst the words now used 

·~ were : " It is to be hoped that such arrangements ". He had no objection to use the first 
form of word::& to meet the wish of M. Aubert. 

This section of the report was adopted, as amended. 

Article 5 - Forced or Compulsory Labour. 

''This section of the draft r~port was as follows : 

" In drafting this article, the Committee confronted perhaps the most difficult 
of the problems before it. After much consideration, the present drafting was finally 
agreed. It represents a definite attempt to deal with the question of forced labour 
in a general' international agreement. This alone marks progress of considerable 
importance. 

" The Committee was very anxious to put into the Convention all the provisions 
necessary to prevent forced labour giving rise to conditions analogous to slavery. With 
this object in view, it has agreed that forced labour should only be resorted· to for 
puDlic purposes apart from purely transitory arrangements designed to make the 
progressive abolition of forced labour for private purposes both just and practicable. 
In this connection, it will be observed that stringent conditions are imposed on forced 
labour for private purposes even during the transitory period. Among these conditions 
is the requirement that adequate remuneration should be paid to those subjected to 

. forced labour. In the case of forced labour for public purposes, this condition is not 
repeated. This omission has been made because there are cases where forced labour 

· for public purposes is not remunerated in the ordinary sense of that word. For instance, 
in certain countries labour for public purposes is accepted instead of taxes. It must 
be remembered that there are also exceptional cases in which it could scarcely be said 
that compulsory labour for public purposes is, strictly speaking, remunerated. But 
though the requirement that adequate remuneration should be paid for forced labour 
for public purposes is not included in the Convel).tion, the Committee is strongly of 
opinion that sue}{ remuneration should as a general rule be paid. It is also of opinion 
that forced'1abour oven for public purposes should not, as a general rule, be resorted 
to unless voluntary labour is unobtainable. It therefore suggests that the Assembly 
should pass a resolution to" this effect, which I shall subsequently propose and which 
is based on a proposal by the German delegation. 

" The Belgian delegation had submitted an amendment to the effect that forced 
labour might also be exacted in the interests of education and social welfare, provided 
that it was only imposed upon the natives in those two cases on their own lands and for 
their own direct profit. In the mind of the authors of the amendment, this provision 
had no other purpose than to give to the colonial governments the means of protecting 
the natives against their want of foresight, and to assist them in rising to a more advanced 
state of civilisation. The Committee, while recognising the disinterested and humani­
tarian motives for this suggestion, was not able to accept it. It feared that in its 
application this proposal might lead to grave abuses of exactly the type which the 
Convention itself was designed to prevent or suppress. 



.. . . 
• · ... In principle, the Committee was most decidedly "?PPO~ed to t~e use of for?ed 
labour for other than public purposes, bu~at the ~ame•tJme It recogmsed that, ow!ng 
to special conditions in certain colonies, it might be necessary to call. upon the population 
~·or this kind of laba!Ir in exgeptional cases. The dralt Convention, h?~ver, suboiV 
dinates such recourse to certain conditions that are considered essenb:P m order to 
I!Uard against the abuses to which this form of labour may give rise. Ill the fi>rst place, 
it can only be atlth<frised in exceptional ca~es when there is imperious necessity : secQ.m!ly. 
it shall always be adequately remunerated ; finallv, in no case must it involve the removal 
of the labourers from their usual place of residence. If these conditions lj,re strictlv 
observed the evils of forced labour for private enterprises will be enormouslv diminished. 

" It' was also sug~Jested that a. clause be added to this article providing for the 
infliction of due punishment on anyone who exacted or who sought to exact forced 
labour from natives illegally. The Committee entirely agreed with the intention 
of the authors of this propos.al, but considered that such an addition to Article 5 was 
unnecessarv, as, in -its opinion, such punishment would be provided for as the result 
of stipulations in Article 6. ~· 

M. Go HR. Chairman of the Temporary Slavery Commission. thoul!ht that the paragraph 
commencing " In principle. the Committee was most decidedlv ", down to the. words ".in 
excentional cases ", did not quite show the hearing of Article 5 of the Co~venbon. Wh1_le 
the draft Convention in principle excluded the use of forced labour for pnvate purooses m 
all colonies and in all cases. the draft report seemed to say that in any colony forced laho!B' 
might be used in exceptional cases. ... 0 .. 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELwooo (British Empire) said he was conscious that th~re was 
a little difficultv about this wording, which was a rep•od1IC~tion of last year's report, but 
if M. Gohr would look at the previous para~tranhs he would find that the transitory aspect 
of these provisions was verv d~arly indicated. Sub:er.t to what other members

0
of the. 

Committee mi~Jht think, he would he content to leave out alto~Jether the para~traPh referred. 
to bv M. Gohr, the comment on this part of the Convention to be confined to the previous 
paragraphs. 

M. LouwERS (Bel!!ipm) thou~tht that in last year's report some words were inserted to 
meet the very objection that M. Gohr had just raised. . • 

. M. GoHR. Chairnian of the Temporarv Slavery Commission. said that, if he remembered 
rightly, the Assemhlv modified the renort at the last moment last vear in order to shQaV 
that Private forced labour was not allowed. in Principle but would be tolerated in some 
co'onies where it existed, provided that progressive measures were taken to abolish it, and 
subject to certain strict regulations. . • · 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that that was almost what was 
stated in the renort-rather shortly perhaps, but he did not think it could be stated more 
clearly. As he did not think there was anv necessitv for a det:1iled reference to the previsio~s 
of the Convention, he thou~Jht thev would meet M. Gohr's obiection if thev struck out the 
remarks in the sec?nd part, which were PerhaPs not quite accurate, and left the rather 
summary but sufficient reference contained in the first part. , . 

Count BoNJN-LoNGARE (Ttalv) said that. after reading the whole passage through he was 
prepared to accept Viscou!l~ Cecil's proposal to omit the paragraph beginning "In pri.nciple", 
which was really a repetitiOn. · 

M. LC>UWERS (Belciu~) said ~hat. even with the omission of the paragraph, what remained 
anpeared ~o convey t?e ImPressiOn tha~ forced labour for private purposes was allow~d, 
although It. was considered as a trans1torv measure. whereas the· Convention stated the 
contr::rv. ~1th the one exc~ptio~ that, in the territories where it alreadv existed according 
to lemslabon and custom, It. might continue but was to be progres&'ively abolished. The 
report ought therefore to brmg that point out clearly. . . 

. ':iscount CECIL OF CHELwooo (British Empire) thought' it would be impossible to state 
m plamer language exactly what M. Louwers had put forward. The report said·: . 

"With_this object in view. it has agreed tha~ forced labour should only be resorted 
to for pubh.c purp~s~s apart from purely tra!lsitory arrangements designed to. make 
the progressive abolition of forced labour for pnvate purposes both just and practicable." 

The words of the Convention were : 

• . " In .territories i!l which compulsory ?r forced labour for other than public purposes 
stJII su~1ves, the H1gh Contractmg ~arbes shall endeavour proqressively and as soon 
as _possJb!e to put an e~d to .the practice. So long as such forced or compulsory labour 
exu;ts, th1s labour shall mvanab1y be ",etc. [the conditions being stated} . 

• 



-15-
~ ~ 0 ,., • 

The report went on : a /0 I") ' 

"·Jn this conn~ction, it will be observ~d that stringent conditions are imposed on 
~ force'\ labour for pnvate<iJurposes, even durmg the_ transitoey period. " . • 

M;, Lo\wERS. (Belgium) moved an amendment to substitute for the words " apart 
from purely transrtory arrangements ",.the words " apart from the cases provided for in 
ih~ second paragraph of Article 5 ". .., o 

Vi~ount CECIL OF C:HELwoon (British E~pire) begged his Belgian colleague notto insist 
upon hrs amendment, whrch he could not possrblv accept. It was important to mark in tm 
repoct itself that it was a transitory provision. That was the effect of a very long discussion 
in the Committee. ' 

•M. LouwERS (Belgium) said he was anxious that they should emphasise the absolute 
character of the prohibition in. the Convention and should not appear to enlarge its terms. 

. M. Louwers' amendment was negatived and the suppression proposed by Viscount. Cecil 
accepted. 

Count VAN LYNDEN (Netherlands) moved the addition, after the words" unless voluntary 
labour is unobtainable ", of the phrase "although exceptions may also be necessary to this 
rule ". He had already made the suggestion at the previous meeting. 

0 <> Count BoNIN-LONGARE .(Italy) thought the words " as a general rule "would meet the 
point. It seemed a mistake to go further and say specifically -that forced labour might 

.. be resoY·ted to even if voluntary"ll\bour were obtainable. 

0 

0 

"Count vAN LYNDEN (Netherlands) said that cases might occurin which, even if voluntary 
labour w~re obtainable, exceptions must be made to the rule of not using forced labour if 
. the- development of the· territory was not to be hampered. As they had specifically 
pro;yided for exceptions to the rule of adequate remuneration, it seemed that, for the sake 
of- consistency, they ought to say that exceptions might be allowed as regards the use of forced 
labour. 

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he did not attach any importance 
to the words. if the Committee desired to see them inserted. If the words proposed were added, 
they would have the appearance of weakening the words." as a general rule ", which phrase 
Ymplied that there were exceptions. He would prefer to leave the sentence as it stood. 

Count VAN LYNDEN (Netherlands) said he was prepared to withdraw his amendment• 
and he· took note of what Viscount Cecil had said to the effect that exceptions would be 

'4. possible to the rule in question. 
· The ·section dealing with Article 5 was adopted, -subject to various drafting amendments. 

T!te sections dealing with Articles 6 and 7 were adopted without debate. 

Article 8. - Jurisdiction of the Permanent Court. 

• ~ This section of the draft report read as follows : 
, - " This article is substantially identical with articles of the same nature which have 

been inserted in several international conventions negotiated during recent years under 
, the auspices of the League of Nations. " . . 

General FREIRE o'ANDRADE (Portugal) proposed to add at the end: 
" It does not impose any fresh obligations on Members of the League of Nations 

which have signed the Protocol of the International Court of Justice. "· 
Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he would be willing to accept the 

amendment in the following form : 
" . . . And it imposes no new obligations on the Members of the League of Nations 

which have signed the Facultative Protocol of the Statute of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. " . -
The chapter on Article 8 was adopted, with this admendment. 

o Article 9. - Pa"rtial Accessions . 
. 

This section of the draft report reads as follows : 
" This article has been inserted primarily for formal reasons in most of the recent 

international Conventions.. The Committee was of the opinion that there would probably 
be little occasion for the interested States to use it in the case of the present Convention. 
On the other hand, to avoid possible difficulties, it was considered advisable to follow 
a practice which has now become usual. " 

• Sir William VINCENT (India) thought that the report should inform the Assembly that 
particular States had made certain reservations with regard to the Convention, and he 
suggested that, at the end of the paragraph, the following words should be added : 

" . . . and certain States have made reservations in respect of particular artkks 
and territories. ". . . · 

.J 
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Gelferal FREIRE o'ANDRADE (Portugal) with<_l&ew the Jeset-<ration which he had made 
on the previous ?ay. ~he ~hapter of the report dealing with Article 8 having ~een .:amended 
in accorpance with his w1shes. • · te' · · 

. I ' . 
Viscount CECIL oF CHELwooo (British Empire) understood the object of e Indian 

delef.'(ate's sugges1!1on but thought it would be difficult to put it in the paragraflh.. H'e still 
cherished the hope th!t s~me at any rate of the Indian reservations wo'!lld not be· maiile • 
at the time of sif{nature. It would hardly be proper, as a matter of draftmg, to state that 
opportunity had been taken of th~s provision which could only be take~ at. the ~me of 
signature. But he suggested that It woul~ be better, perhaps,. to: say : This arbc_le h~.s 
been inserted primarily for formal reasons m most of the recent mternabonal ConventiOn!! , 

' and to leave out the sentence alfout its not being likely that many people w.;mld use it, which, 
he agreed, made it a little difficult for his Indian colleagues.· • 

Sir William VINCENT (India) expiained that his idea was th~t the ·Assem_bly should not 
be misled or that the Committee should not be. accused of concealmg facts which ought to be 
brought to the notice of the Assembly. He wa_s not so sl!re that India w_ould be able to 
withdraw the reservations she had made, though It was possible that there might be changes 
in them. In any case, he was prepared to accept Viscount Cecil's suggestion that this was 
neither the place nor the time to make the amendment. . . . • 

The Committee agreed to the suppression suggested by Viscount Cecil. 
This section of the report was adopted, as amended. 

• • 
23. Draft Convention on Slavery : Declaration by the Abyssinian Delegation. 

The Dedjazmatch GuET,;TCHEou (Abyssinia) desired to inake a· declaration ~n behalf 
of his Government with regard to Article 4. He would like it to be understood that the 
verv interesting indications in the report with regard to the different articles, and particullrly 
with regard to the right of pursuit across frontiers, referred to in Article 4 - and whil!h 
the Abyssinian Government was unable to accept - were regarded only as suggestions 
intended to enlighten the Governments but not to commit them in the same manner as the 
text of the Convention itself. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee would take. note of this declaration of the~ 
Abyssinian delegation. 

24. Question of the Signature of the Convention on Slavery. 

. The CHAIRMAN said that. as delegate for Belgium, he had full power to sign the Conven­
tion and was prepared to append his signature at once .. He hoped that a great number 
of States would similarly be able to sign the Convention without reservations. 

. Viscount CECIL OF _CH~;:Lwooo (British Empire); on behalf of the British Government, 
Sfud that he hoped to sign the Convention on the morrow without reservation. • 

Sir George FosTER (Canada) said that he also was authorised, on. behalf of the Canadian 
Government, to sign the Convention. . . . 

Dr. NANSEN (~?rwa~) said. that he had received a telegram from the Norwegian 
Government authonsmg him to sign the Convention. 

Dr. _voN ScHUBERT (Germany) said that personally he also was prepared to sign the 
Convention, but first of all he must ascertain that he had full powers. 

General FREIRE o'ANDRADE (Portugal) was expecting a telegram from the Portuguese 
Government enabling him to sign the Convention. 

25. 1Iandates : Draft Resolution proposed by the Drafting Committee. • 

The CHAIRMAN read the following resolution proposed by. the Drafting Committee : 
" The-Assembly, 

. " I:Javing taken co~nisa~ce of the report to the Co~ncil relating to the mandated . 
terntones and of the discussiOn on the subject which has 'taken place in the Council· 

"And having heard the Vice-Chairman of the Permanent Mandates Commission ; 
. " T~an~s the Pen_nanent ~and~tes Commission for the devotion and the zeal 

With wh1ch It has earned out Its delicate task ; · 

" Has c~nfidence in the members of this Commission, as well as in the Members • 
?f the Co~;~ncil, ~ er,sure the applicat~on of the principles of Article 22 of the Covenant 
m a cord1al spmt of co-operatwn w1th the mandatory Powers. " 

The draft resolution was adopted. 
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· · · . On the P~~posal of C&lnt BoNIN-LONGA~E (It:ly), the Committee asked ilfe Cbairman 
to acJ; a~ Rapporteur. • • • . 

. it ~'s ag~eed that the r~olution sh?uld b~ jo_rmallu read before the Assembly and., that the 
. Rap porte!!{ mzght add the oral explanalzons he wzshed.' ' · 

?'he age11da of the Committee being exhausted, Count BoNIN-LONGARB>(ltaly), on behalf 
'()f. hi~ colleagues, tha~ked the Chairman .for the able way in "'hie+! he had directed the 
meetmgs of the Commtttee. · 

• 
Annex . 

• 
DRAFT CONVENTION RELAl'ING TO SLAVERY PROPOSED BY THE 

SUB-COMMITJEE 1. 

Preamble. 

Whereas the signatories of the General Act of the Brussels Conference of 1889-90 declared 
. that they were equally animated by the firm intention of putting an end to the traffic in 
African slaves ; 

Whereas the signatories of the Convention of St. Germain-en-Laye of 1919 to revise the 
Generil Act of Berlin. of 188~ .and the General Act and Declaration of Brussels of 1890 
affirmed their intention of securing the complete suppression of slavery in all its forms and 
of \he slave trade by land and se&. : 

· Takj~g into consid·eration the. report of the Temp_orary Slavery Commission ; 
Desmng to complete and extend the work accomplished .under the Brussels Act and to 

fin,P a means of giving practical effect throughout the world to such intentions as were 
expressed in regard to slave trade and slavery by the signatories of the Convention of 
St. Germain-en-Laye and recognising that it is necessary to conclude to that end more 
detailed arrangements than are· contained in that Convention ; . · 
. Considering, moreover, that it is desirable to prevent forced labour from creating 
conditions analogous to slavery; 

• I:Iave decid~d to conclude a Convention and have accordingly appointed as their 
Plenipotentiaries : 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .- . . . 
Who, having communicated their full powers, have agreed as follows : 

Article 1. 

· Fgr, the purpose of the present Convention, the following definitions are agreed upon : 
1. Slavery is the status or condition of a person over whom any or all of the powers attaching to 

the· right of ownership are exercised. 
· 2. The slave trade includes all acts involved in the capture, acquisition or disposal of a person with· 

intent to reduce him to slavery ; all acts involved in the acquisition of a slave with a view to selling or 
exchanging him ; all acts of disposal. by sale or exchange of a slave acquired with a view to being sold or 
ex<Jhanged, and, in general, every act of trade or transport in slaves. • 

Article 2 . 

. the High Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of the territories placed under its sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection, suzerainty ·or tutelage, so far as they have not already taken the necessary steps : 

(a) To prevent and suppress the slave trade; 
(b)·To bring about, progressively and as ·soon as possible, the complete abolition of slavery In all 

its forms. · · 
Article 3. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to adopt all appropriate measures with a view to preventing 
and suppressing the embarkation, disembarkation and transport of slaves in their territorial waters and 
upon all vessels flying their respective flags. 

The High Contracting Parties further recognise the value of separate agreements between the Powers 
concerQed conferring on their warships, in certain zones in which they may consider the existence of 
traffic in slaves to t>e a possibility, special rights enabling them to prevent and suppress the said traffic on 
vessels flying the flag of any of the Powers which are parties to such agreements. The High Contracting 
Parties undertake to communicate to each other agreements which may be concluded for this purpose. 

or the following text : • 
Article 3. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to negotiate as soon .as possible a general Convention with 
regard to the slave trade which will give them rights and impose upon them duties of the same nature 
as those provided for in the Arms Traffic Convention (Articles 12, 20, 21, 23, 24 and paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 
of Section II of Annex II) with the necessary adaptations. 

It i~ underst?od that, ~erore or after the coming into force of this g~neral Convention, the High 
Contractmg . P'!rties a:e entirel_y free to co~clude _between them~elves, Without, however, derogating 
from .the prm~Iples I_aid down m the pr~cedm!t article, sue~ speCial agreements as, by reason of their 
peculiar Situation, might appear to be suitable m order to bnng about as soon as possible the complete 

-disappearance of the slave trade. 

• The Report and .the Convention, as adopted by the Sixth Comm;ttce, presented to the Assernblv nnd adofted 
at the plena!J meeting or September 25th, 1926, are published in the Annex to the !llinutes or the Plenary Meet.iU!lS 0 tho 
Assembly. •hey are also published separately In document A. 104. 1916. VI. 

• 
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• Art1cle 4. 

Th: High Contracting 'par~ies ~hall give to one anoflter every• assis\ance with the obje~•of securing 
the abo!ition of slavery and the slave trade. . ; r-J . ~ 

· I • . Article 5. f 
The High Cofttracting Parties recognise that recourse t~ co_mpulsory or forc.ed I:ftJou~ may .haye 

grave consequences and•un~rtake, each in respect of. the territones placed under Its soy~reignty, ]lllri'­
diction, protecti~n, suzerainty or tutelage, to take all necessary measures to prevent conditiOns analogous 
to those of slavery from resulting from compulsory or forced labour. 1 · 

It is agreed that : . • · 
s (1) Subject to the transitional provisions laid down in paragraph (2) below, compulSO!)' or f~rced 
labour may only be exacted for public purposes. 

(2) In territories in which co1~pulsory or forced labour for other than public purposes still survives, 
the High Contracting Parties shall endeavour progressively and .as soon as pos~ible ~o put an end te the 
practice. So long as such forced or compulsory laoour exists, this labour shaJ! mvanably be of .an excep­
tional character, shall always receive adequate remuneration, and shall not mvolve the removal of the 
labourers from their usual place of residence. · · 

(3) In all cises, the responsibility for any recourse to compulsory or forced labour shall rest with the 
competent central authorities of the territory concerned. 

Article 6. 

Those of the High Contracting Parties whose laws do not at present make adequate provision for the 
punishment of infractions of laws and regulations enacted with a vie"! to giving eftect to the purposes of 
the present Convention undertake to adopt the necessary measures m order that severe penalties may 
be imposed in respect of such infractions. · 

0 
Article 7. 0 0 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to communicate to each other and to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations any laws and regulations which they may enact with a view to thctapplication 
of_ the provisions of the present Convention. · · 

Article 8. 0 

The High Contracting Parties agree that disputes arising between them relating to the interpreta­
tion or application of this Convention shall, if they cannot be settled by direct negotiation, be referred for 
decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice. In case either or both of the States to such 
a dispute should not be parties to the Protocol of December 16th, 1920, !'elating to the Permanent Court 
of International Justice, the dispute shall be referred, at the choice of the Parties and in accordance with 
the constitutional procedure of eacb State, either to the Permanent Court of International Justice or ~ 
a court of arbitration constituted in accordance with the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, or to 
some other court of arbitration. · 

Article 9. • • 
At the time of signature or ratification or of accession a State may declare that its acceptance of the 

present Convention does not bind some or all of its colonies, possessions, protectorates or overseas terri­
tories o~ any t~rrito~es under its sovereignty, suzerainty or authority in respect of all or any pl'OVisions 
of the Convention ; It may subsequently accede separately on behalf of any one of them or in respect of 
any provision to which any one or them is not a party. 

Article 10. 

The present Convention, which will bear this day's date and of which the French and English,exts • 
are both authentic, will remain open for signature by States Members of the League of Nations until 
April 1st, 1927. . 

Th~ Secretary-General of the League of Nations will subsequently bring the present Convention to 
ti_Ie !lOtice of ~ta~es which have not signed it, including States which are not Members of the League· of 
NatiOns, and mVIte them to accede thereto. 

A State desiring to ace<:de to the Conv~ntion shall notify its intention in writing to the Secretary­
~eneral of tp.e League of NatiOns and transmit to him the instrument of accession, which shall be deposited 
m the archives of the League • 

. The. Secretary-<:>eneral shall immediately transmit to all other States a certified true copy of the 
notificatiOn and the mstrument of accession, informing them of the date on which he received them. 

Article 11. 

0 
The present Convention will be ratified and the instruments of ratification shall be depo~ited in the 

IDee of. the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. The Secretary-General will inform all'signatory 
or acceding States of such deposit. • 
or ot'?; ~:s~~~on will come into operation for each State on the date of the deposit of its ratification 

In faith whereof, the Plenipotentiaries have signed the ;resent Convention. 

Done at Geneva the · · 
dePosited in the archives of the League of Nations 
each signatory State. • 

, 1926, in one copy, which will be 
A certified copy shall be forwarded to 

[Signatures.] 
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