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CHAPTER I 

FOUNDATIONS OF TEE SYSTEM 

The system of minority protection developed considerably in the period 

between the two wars. On the one hand the number and size of protected 

minorities increased, and on the other the protection of minorities, instead 

of being left to the discretion of the States parties to the treaties 

granting such protection, was governed by an international organization, the 

League of Nations, 

.Section I. Extension of the Protection of Minorities 

The system of minority protection wae introduced after the First vlorld 

War in a certain number of States w~ere it had not previously existed, 

~. No General Principle Concerning the Protection of Minorities 

The system remains an exceptional one. The Covenant of the League of 

Nations and the peace treaties do not contain any provision establishing the ..... 
general principle of the protection of minorities in the whole or part of 

the world, It should be noted that the CoveRant of the League of Nations 

nowhere mentions the question of minorities, 

2. States Bound b~ Obligations Concerning Minorities 

The only States with obligatio~e concerning minorities owe these · 

obligations under international undertakings contracted by themselves. 

These undertakings are of Pwo kinde: treaties or declarations made 

before the Council of the League of Nations. 

A. Treaties 

The treaties in question are either peace treaties with the defeated 

States, 9r treaties supplementary to the peace treaties, concluded with 

countries which had joined the coalition ,of Allied and Associated Powers, 

The peace treaties imposed obligations concerning minorities upon the 

following Powers which had fougnt in.the war on the side of Germany: 

(1) See the two basic documents on the subject published by the League of 
Nations, 

1. Provisions contained in the various international instruments 
at present ih force - Geneva, August 1927 (document I.B. Minorities 
1927 r.B.2) . . 

Resolutions and Extracts from the Minutes of the Council, 
Resolutions and Reports adopted by the Assembly relating to the 
Procedure to be followed in Questions concerning the Protection 
of Minorities (Second edition - I,B, Minorities 1931, I.B.l) 

/Austria 





r 

E/CN.4/Sub.2/6 
Page 3 

Council of the League of Nations and the country concerned. 

These cases concerned States which were app~ns for admission to the 

Ieague of Nations and in pursuance of' an Aesemb)J reco111111endation dated 

15 December 1920 (1) the Council of' the League of Nations had made their 

admission subject to their acceptance of undertakings concerning the treatment 

of minorities. 

Thte was the case With Finland (for the Aalend Iel.Bnde only), (2) 
Albania, (3) Lithuania, (4) Latvia, (5) Esthonia, (6) Iraq. (7) 

3. Wb.y Certain States Were Bound by Obligations Concerning the Treatment of 

Minorities 

The seventeen States (8) or eelf'-governins territories which were 

bound by obligations concerning the treatment of minorities included on)J 

one great Power - Gel'ID8ll1; and even in her. case, the obligation undertaken 

did not affect the whole of German terri tory but onq that part of Upper 

Silesia recognized as part of Germany by a decision of the Council of the 

Ieague of' Nations and the obligation was limited to fifteen years. 

It will be noted that the sixteen States original)J . parties to the 

system of minority protection all belonged to Eastern end Central Europe. 

It was not until 1933 that the system was extended to en Asiatic State, 

Iraq, at the time of its admission to the League of' Nations. 

(1) 

. (2) 

(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 

(8) 

It will also be observed that the seventeen States in question comprised 

The Assemb)J had drawn up the following recommendation: 
"In the event of Albania, the Baltic and Caucasian States being 
admitted to the League, the Assembly requests that they should 
take the necessary measures to enforce the principles of the 
Minorities Treaties, and that they should arrange with the 
Council the details required to carry this obJect into effect." 
(Op. cit. - I.B. Mlnoritiea 1927 - I.B. 2 - page 34) 

In the case of the Aaland Islands the League of Nations Council 
resolution of 27 J\Ule 1921 followed an agreement between the 
representatives of Finland and SWeden. 
Albania: League Council resolution of 20 October 1921 
Li thuenia: League Council resolution of 12 Mey 1922 
Latvia: League Council resolution of 7 Ju)J 1923 
Esthonia: League Council resolution of 17 September 1923 
Iraq: League Council resolution of 11 May 1932 and 19 )fey 1932 -
Declaration of 30 May 1932 by the Kingdom of Iraq 
Albania, Gei'IIIail1 (for Upper Silesia), Austria, Bulgaria, Free 
City of Danzig, Esthonia, Finland (for the Aaland Islands), Greece, 
Hungary, Iraq, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Roumania, Czechoslovakia, 
Turkey, Yugoslavia 

/a chain of 
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a chain of areas stretching from the Aaland Islands (Finland) to Iraq. 

The establishment of a system for the protection of minorities in 

these countries was due to various causes. In the first place it was a 

result of the extensive territorial readjustments in Eastern Europe. New 

States such as Poland and Czechoslovakia were created, others such as 

Roumania anO. the former Serbia were considerably enlarged. (1) And the 

territories allocated to the States in question contained very large 

minority groups. The obligations with regard to the treatment of minorities 

were the corollary of the considerable territorial advantages granted to 

these States. The purpose of minority protection was to ensure fair treatment 

of the minorities and thereby promote peace and prevent the minorities from 

becoming a cause of tension and enmity between the States. 

In addition, the makers of the peace treaties, invoking democratic 
I • 

princip~es, did their utmost to guarantee respect for the freedom of peoples 

and individuals. Whilst attempting, by means of territorial readJustments, 

to satisfY the peoples' right to self-determination, they guaranteed to 

individuals who, as the result of the overlapping of various ethnic, 

national or religious groups, could not be subjects of the State to which 

they considered themselves more or lees attached (e.g. Germane in Poland 

and Czechoslovakia, Hungarians in Roumania), the means tc preserve, if they 

so desired, their national characteristics and to avoid forced assimilation. 

General human rights were also guaranteed. 

The same minorities protection system 'tthich the States benefiting from 

the peace treaties by the acquisition of large national minorities had been 

requiL~d to accept, ~~s imposed upon the defeated States - Austria, Bulgaria, 

Hungary, Turkey, - whose terr:f.tories, in spite ot· the am.put~tiono effected 

still contained certain minority groups. 

Finally, the minorities protection system, which was considered to 

constitute a condition of peace and understanding between nations, was 

impvsed upon Iraq, which had been a mandated territory until it became an 

independent State in 1932. 
4. Duration of the System and Changes in it 

(1) 

(a) The agreements concerning the protection of minorities were subject 

In a letter addressed to Padereweki, then representing Poland, the State 
which was to be the first to sign undertakings concerning the treatment 
of its minorities.t Clemenceau said: ":rn the first place I would poiri.t out 
that this Treaty aoes not constitute any fresh departrre. It has for 
long been the established procedure of the public law of Europe that, 
when a State is created, or even when large accessions of territory are 
made to an established State, the joint and formal recognition by the 
Great Powers should be accompanied by the requirement that such State 
should, in the form of a binding international convention, undertake to 
comply with certain principles of government." 
(See document I.B. l Mir.orities 1931, I.B. 1, page 156 (c.8M.5. 1931 I).) 

/in principle I 

\ 



in -principle to the general rules for international agreements. 

In one case, Upper Silesia, the duration of the system was fixed at 

15 years. It came to an end in 1935. 

In the other cases, no indication of duration being given, the period 

was indefinite. In principle the mutual consent of the parties (1) was 

neces~ary to terminate the minorities. protection · system, 

(b) ~e treaties and resolutions insti tutins minorities protection 

systems did however contain a provision to the effect that the system 

could be modified by a decision of the Council of the League of Nations 

adopted by the majority of its Members. {2) 

We shall not examine here whether the power conferred upon the Council 

to introduce changes in the minorities protection system would have 

enabled it, in law, 'to go so far as to abolish the system. It should be 

noted that the texts on~ mention "liiOdifications" and the idea of 

modification seems to ~ different from that of abrogation. {3) 

The parties were the State bound by obligations, end the other parties to 
the treaty {1~ the case of a treaty) or the Council of the Leegue of 
Nations {in tbe case of a system established by a resolution of the 
Council of the League). · 
e.g. Trea,ty of 28 J'une 1919 with Poland - Article 12.: 
"Poland agrees that the stipulations in the foregoins Articles, so far 
as they affect persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic 
minorities, constitute obligations of international concern end shall 
be placed under the guarantee of the League of NationsJ They shall not 
be modified without the assent of a wajority of the Council of the League 
of Re.tionsj The,.Unite.d States, .. the British· Empirer France, Ital¥ and 
Japen hereoy agree not to w1 thhOld their aaaeut from aD:3 . modification in 
these Articles which is in due form assented to by a majority of the 
Council of the League of Nations." ~ 

" ••••••••••• 
Albanian Declaration before the Council on 2 October 1921, Article 7: 
" ••••• No modifications will be made in them (the stipulations in 
question) without the assent of a majority ot the Council of the League 
of Nations." . 
At the Council meeting on 9 December 1925 the question whether the 
minorities protection system was temporary or permanent was discussed. 
Mr. Mello Franco, arguing that it was temporary, gave his wrsonal 
opinion, as follows: 
"It seems to me obvious that those who conceived this system of 
protection did not dream of creating w:l thin certain States a group of 
inhabitants who would resard themselves as permanently foreign to the 
general organization of' the country. On the contrary, they wished the 
elements of the population contained in such a group to enjoy a 
status of legal protection which might ensure respect for the 
inviolability of the person under all its aspects and which might 
gradu~ prepare the we:t for conditions necessary for the establlslilent 
of a complete national unity." (document c.8.M.5. 1931 I. - pese 44). 
In fact, the question was approached from a general political point 
of view. The strictly legal question whether the Council had the 
power to abolish the minorities system was not raised. 



..• .,.. ... , 'tbQ' coal4 eitber aJaat their .,.. to ~ c4 ..-. 

~~dfi~-~;: eW ab t,_,. a pretB1; tor ~ 1n tile ~ 

--- 1e order 'to 1MabD tbat State or br1Ds abollt ita 
.., 1~181 ~1- has. arq JCJWV to~ to---~~ 

illlfi~•• can tor the mte~ tale Leepe oreana. e. lat~ 
'4d!llliftt·116:tl"e aDd coapoa1Uon, ottUe4 ~ ot 

--~lW·~~--•r. ~ to tbe State llomld 'b7 ob1,!pt1araa-, to :VIIII~i:~ 
1d1e diacllerse ot euoh obliaGionll, to Statea 

llfj•1•:~1011t!~ ot auoh obl1pt1aaa act to -tbi ~ •• 
'CIDJ~Il~iau 1n reqeet ot '111Dorit1ea, 1Deteac1 ot 'betJD& 

llttMllllil*·•tt.r;tt*:~~k~-,_J aaaw.d a ~ ~ticmal ~-- _.. .. 



' 

A. St~~~-s. _enc!_ _th~ ~~-of Nations 

E/Cif • .JJ~. ?./6 
Page 7 

It is common lmowl.edge that States had assumed obligations concern:l.ng 

the treatment of minorities either by treaty or by a declaration made to the 

Council. of the League of Nations. 

(a) In the case of a treaty, the beneficiaries of the obllgations 

assumed were the other parties to the treaty. 

It was, of course, the Leaeue of Nations, which supervised the 

protection of minorities, thus barring, as already mentioned, direct 

action by the States beneficiaries of the obligations. None the lees, 

it was in respect of the latter that the obligations were assumed. 

(b) In the case of a declaration made to the Council of the Leaeue of 

Nations and ratified by it, the beneficiary of the obligation was the 

League of Nations and no one else. 

B-. Minorities 

The minorities were obviously the parties which enjoyed the benefits. 

of the protection system. States or the Leasue Council had secured for 

them the assumption of certain obligations, but it did not follow that they 

t~emeelves had a legal. clai~ on the State bound to grant them certain 

treatment. 

They bad not the right to bring a question before the Council. It was, 

of course, admitted that they bad a right to petition the Leaeue of Nations. 

Every State Member of the League of Nations bad the same right but it was 

certain that the mere fact of a State being a Member of the League of 

Nations did not of itself give that State the right to claim execution of 

an undertaking from the State bound by minority obligations. The right of 

petition was simp~ a way of giving the Council information; it did not have 

the effect of bringing the matter official11 before the Council. (1) 

(1) The following extract is from the Ti ttoni Report adopted by the Council 
of the League of Nations on 22 October ·1920: 
"The right of calling attention to aQY infraction or danger of infraction 
is reserved to the Members of the Council. 
This is, in a way, a right and a duty of the Powers represented on the 
Council. By this right they are, in fact, asked to take a special 
interest in the protection of minorities. 
Evident~ this right does not in any way exclude the right of the 
minorities themselves, or even of States not represented on the Council, 
to call the attention of the League of Nations to any infraction or 
danger of infraction. But this act must retain the nature of a 
petition, or a report pure and simple; it cannot have the legal effect 
of putti~ the matter before the Council and calling upon it to 
intervene . 

{See Document I.B. Minorities 1931- I.B. l- C.8.M.5.193l.I.) 

/As a conclusion 
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As a conclusion of this general survey it should be noted that the 

system of protection of minorities established by treaties and declarations 

was in broad outline the same for all the countries bound by minority 

obligations. 

The rights granted to minorities were on the whole identical. (l) 

The condi tiona under which League of Nations organs exercised supervision 

were similar except in one case where a few procedural variants arose. (2) 

Section IV. In Minority %lest ions the Council of the League of Nations Gave 

No Orders '>r Injunctions and .Exercised No Constraint 

The international legal obligation laid upon cert~in States in respect 

of the treatment of minorities restricted the freedom of those States in the 

sphere of questions "solely within the domestic jurisdiction" of the States, 

to use the words of the Covenant of the Le88Ue of Nations (Article 15, 

paragraph 8). It thus represented a definite limitation of national 

sovereignty. 

But in exercising the supervision it assumed, the League Council used 

no methods other than persuasion or pressure of 9. purely moral or 

political nature, to the exclusion of compulsory measures. 

Under the clauses of the treaties and of declarations could the Council 

give orders or injunctions to a State which was violating the obligations 

assumed in respect of the treatment of minorities and l.a\Y' down how it should 

behave? It might be thought eo from reading the very general provisions on 

the subJect, (3) but in fact there was one circumstance militating against this: 

(1) 

(2} 

(3) 

(4) 

The State concerned had a seat on the Council if it were charged 

with having infringed its obligations. Rightly or wrongly, it was 

placed on the same footing as the other Council members, and the Council, 

which took its decisions bJ unanimity, could only adopt a resolution 

with that State's assent. (4) 

There are a few exceptions. The most outstanding was that of the 
Sub-Carpathian Ruthenians, who were promised self-government. 
The case of Upper Silesia offered some considerable pe.rticulari ties 
(see the German-Polish Convention signed at Geneva on 15 May 1922) 
In each part of Upper Silesia a minority office was set up. Members 
of minorities could address petitions to this office. At a later 
stage the complaint could be brought before the President of the 
Mixed Commission acting for the territory of Upper Silesia as a whole. 
In addition., minorities of U.pper Silesia had the right to address 
directly the Council of the League of Nations, a right that did not 
belong to ~ other mi~lority. 
The wording was: 11 

••• the Council may thereupon take such action and give 
such direction as it may deem proper and. effective in the circumstances." 
It ie known that tbe question of excluding the party· concerned from the 
unanimity count led to differences of opinion in the application of 
several articles of the Covenant. As opinions were divided, the practical 
solution adopted was that the parties' votes could only be excluded if 
this was expl:'AtSBly stipulated. 

/The Council 
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The Council could consider, discuss or pu.blic]J criticize the 

conduct of ~State (1) and note failures to coml,)q with the 

obligations assumed, but in order to obtain -practical rectification 

of the situation the asreement of the State concerned bad to be . . 

secured. (This question will be dealt w1 th asain in Section IV -

1,)888 ••• ). 

It is known, moreover, that, every time the Council of the Le88Ue of 
Nations bad to deal with a contlict or dispute, it tried not to wound 
the susceptibilities of the 1,)8l"t1es concerned and showed them great 
courtesy. Critictsms and reproaches were couched 1n moderate, almost 
veiled, terms. Rather than give publicity to the wrongs coillllitted, the 
Council tried to find a practical arransement to redress them or prevent 
their repetition. 
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CHAPTER II 

i·lHAT ARE MINORITIES? 

In order to determine which groups are included under protected 

minorities, it is necessary to consider the question from various points 
of view. 

Section I. Foreigners Do Not Come Under the Szstem 

for the Protection of Minorities 

The minority in favour of which a system of protection is established 

includes only native elements settled in the country prior to the establishment 

of the minorities protection system. Such elements possess the natior.~lity 

of the State exercising sovereignty over the territory. 

Thus, with the exception of one case,(l) foreigner~ residing in the 

territory are excluded from the minorities protection system even if they are 

related to the protected minority by race, language or other features. For 

example, a German national residing 1n Czechoslovakia does not enjoy the 

benefits of the minorities protection system. 

Nevertheless, if foreigners residing in the country had been naturalized, 

nothing would have prevented them from taking advantage of minority status. (2) 

Section II. Characteristics of a ~nority 

1. Racial, linguistic or religious minorities 

In the treaties and declarations on the protection of minorities one 

finds the general ·formula: "raoial, religious and linguistic minorities". (3) 

That very general for.mula covers all racial, religious and lingUistic 

minorities, regardless of their numerical size. 

(1) The case of the Polish nationals residing in Danzig (Article 33 of the 
Convention of Paris between Poland and the Free City of Danzig of 
9 November 1920). 

(2) Note that in the countries concerned, this question has not been of any 
practical interest, for the States subject to the minorities protection 
system were careful not to per.mit such immigration as would have 
strengthened the minority element. 

(3) See, for example, the Treaty between the United States of America, the 
British Empire, France, Italy, Japan and Poland signed at Versailles 
on 28 June 1919 - Articles 7, 8, 9, 12. Article 12 stipulates: 
"Poland agrees that the stipulations in the foregoing Articles, so far 
as they affect person~ belonging to racial, religious or l~stic 
minorities, constitute obliga.tiOl~ of international concern ehtill 
be placed under the guarantee of the League of Nations." 

/As regards 
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As regards these three ideas, race, religion and language, accepted 

by the treaties and declarations an the treatment ot minorities, it must be 

noted that 1n most countries 1n which the protection ot minorities bad been 

established, these three ideas were otten more or less associated. People 

~t a given race etten spoke the same language or practiced the same religion. 

2. Minorities epecitical1y referred to 

Moreover, !Same treatief:! even mention certain minority categories by 

name - the Jews 1n Greece, Lithuania, Poland ~d Roumania, the Moslems 1n 

Albania, Greece and Yugoslavia, the non-Greek monastic communities of 

Mount Athoe, the Valachs ot Pindus (Greece), the Siculian and Saxon 

communities ot Transylvania (Boumania), ·the Sub-Carpathian Ruthenians 

(Czechoslovakia). 

The tact of such mention does not mean that the categories indicated 

are not covered by the general tor.mula of racial, religious and linguistic 

minorities or that they are subJect to a special system. For practical 

reasons certain minority categories have be~ mentioned by name for the 

purpose ot guaranteeing to them specifically certain traditional practices 

or privileges ot particular interest to them. For example, the Jews have 

been named with regard to the assurance of respect tor the Sabbath(l) and 

the Moslems with regard to the regulation ot questions of family law ~d 

personal status .(2) 

3. Politi~ and social minorities are not protected 

The onlY minorities to which guarantees were give were, as baa been 

said: "the raoia.l1 religious and lingu1stic minorities", i.e., categories 

of a more or lees obJective and stable nature. 

No other minority could claim the benefits of the minorities protection 

system. Thus no protection was given to political minorities whose distinctive 

feature was · tha~ they beloneed to a speciti.J political party or shared the 

881!18 political views, or to social minorities whose distinctive feature was 

that they belonged to a specific social or economic class. 

Section III. Teet tor the Minority Status ot an Individual 

It may be noted that no Treaty or Declaration establishing a minorities 

protection system baa prescribed such census and registration of the individual 

members ot the minorities as would have conferred minority status on them 

personally. 

(1) e.g.: Treaty ot 28 June 1919, concluded with Poland, Article 11. 

(2) e.g.: Treaty of 10 August 1920, concluded with Greece, Article 14. 

/All nationals 
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All nationals residing in the country were able to cla~ minority 

statue in order to obtain enjoyment of the rights attaching to such statue. 

The question whether a government was entitled to dispute the minority 

status of an individual cla~ng it, was debated theoretically, and the 

governments concerned have held divergent opinions on the matter. 

It was brought before the Permanent Court of International Justice 

pursuant to an Application by the German Government concerning the condi tiona 

for the admission of children to German minority schools in the Polish part 

of Upper Silesia. The Polish Govermnent denied childrim admission to 

Gei'I!IB.Il schools on the grounds that they did not lalow German. 

The particular case in question involved the application of the German

Polish Convention concerning Upper Sileeia, which lays down, in Article 74, 
that: "the question whether a person does or does not belong to a racial, 

linguistic or religious minority may not be verified or disputed by the 

authorities". It should be noted that this provision '\'Tas not included in 

the other treaties or Declarations. 

The Court, in its Judgment, sets forth two principles. First, that 
11the right freely to declare what is the language of the pupil or child, 

though compromising, when necessary, the exercise of some discretion in the 

appreciation of circumstances, does not constitute an unrestricted right to 

choose the language in which instruction is to be imparted or the corresponding 

school". Hence parents ought to give due consideration to the language 

spoken by the child. The Court immediately adds, however, that "the 

declaration contemplated by Article 131 of the Convention, and also the 

question whether a person does or does not belong to a racial, linguistic 

or religious minority, are subject to no verification, dispute, pressure or 

hindrance whatever on the part of the authoritiee11
• (1) Hence the individual's 

claim to belong to a minority may not be investigated and must be recognized

even if ill-founded. 

Later, with the assent of the German and Polish Governments, the Council 

of the League of Nations had instructed a Swiss citizen to test the knowledge 

of German of children whose admission to German minority schools in Polish 

Upper Silesia was requested. When the Polish Government insisted on excluding 

children who had not passed the language test, the Council, before which the 

question was brought, asked the Court for an advisory opinion. Confinning 

its previous ruling, the Court declared that children who had not passed the 

language test could not, by reason of this circumstance, be excluded.(2 ) 

(1) Publication of the Court - Judgment No. 12 - Series A - No. 15. 

(2) Publication of the Court - Advisory Opinion of 15 May 1931 - Access to 
German Minority Schools in Upper Silesia (Seriee A/B No. 40). 

/T~e implications 
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The imPlications of these two decisions by the Court are obviously limited 

by the fact that in both instances it was a question of interpreting the 

German-Polish T~aty, which had expressly regulated the question. Perhaps 

the :rulinB migJ:lt have been extended to other cases governed by treaties 

an~ declaratioos which did not contain a clause similar or anal.~ous to 

the German-Polish Treaty? 

In several cases OOvermnente have, ifi fact, disputed individual claims 

to minority statue :founded on name or: languaee. In the absence of official 

recorda of the minority committees and in view of the empirical method of 

dealing with euch questions, it is difficult to say what position the 
# • • 

League of Nations bodies held in that regard. It would appear that the 

tendency was to consider that the.....,cla:lm. to minority status was in principle 

sufficient. 
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The Leaeue of Nations was entrusted with the protection of minorities, 

and was therefore ccmpetent to enquire whether a State had wrongly refused 

. nationality to minority elements. (2 ) 

Of course, the acquisition of the nationality of the sovereign territorial 

State was, for the minorities, a right and not an obligation. Acco:rdins to 

the traditionAl practice, they were given the option to reno\Ulce the 

nationality cOnferred on them on condition that they left the territory within 
a canpe.rative;Ly short time. (3) 

2. Non-discrimination 
' The treaties and declarations recognized in formal terms the principle 

of strict equality between individuals belonging to the minority element and 

others: eq•G.S.ty of all persona before the law, equal~~ treatment:~ ~ 

and~ jure. 

(1) The Treaty of 28 J1me 1919 concluded with Poland states: Article 6: "All 
persons bom in Polish territory who are not bom nationals of another 
State shall ipso facto became Polish nationals. 

The Treaty of 9 December 1919 concluded with Roumania states: Article 7: 
"Roumania undertakes to recognize as Roumanian nationals ipso facto and 
without the requirements of any formality Jf1WS inhabiting in Roumanian 
terri tor,-1 who do not possess another national! ty." 

Roumania signed an agreement oonceming the Jews in Roumanian territory 
who had not previously received Roumanian natiana.l.ity. 

(2) See Per.m~t Court of International Justice - Advisory opinion of 
15 SepteJlber 1923 - Acquisition of Polish na.tionality. (Series B--No. 17). 

( 3) Treaty off 28 June 1919 concluded with Poland: Article 3: ''Nevertheless 1 
the persons referred to above who are over eighteen yeare of age will be 
entitled under the conditione contained 1n the said Treaties to opt for 
any other nationality which may be open to them. Option by a husband 
will cover hie wife and option by parents will cover their children 
under efghteen years of age. 

Persons Who have exercised the above right to opt must, within the 
succeediJlS twelve months, transfer their place of residence to the State 
for which they have opted, 'lmless the Peace Treaty with Germany makes 
differen provisions. They will be entitled to retain their immovable 
Pl'Ollerty in Polish territory. They may carry with them their movable 
propertY, of every deecri~on. No export duties may be imposed upon 
th8111 in cozmection with removal of such property." 

{See also Article 4, paragraph 2.) 
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Article 7 of the Treaty of 28 June 1919 concluded with Poland states the 
principle in its first paragraph, and sets out the main applications in 

paragraph 2. 

The ter.ma of this clause, which is found in substance in all the other 

treaties and declarations concerning minorities, are as follows: 

"All Polish nationals shall be equal before the law and shall enjoy the 

same civil and political rights without distinction as to race, language 

or religion." 

"Differences of religion, creed of confession shall prejudice any 

Polish national in matters relating to the enjoyment of civil or politioal 

rights, as for instance admission to public emplo3Jil6nte, functions and 

honours, or the exercise of professions and industries." 

Section II • Guarantee of the General Rights of Man 
I 

The r~epect of the essential rights of men, that is to say the right to 

life and liberty, freedam of religion and conscience, was not established by 

the treaties and declarations concerning the treatment of minorities solely 

for the benefit of minority elements, but also for the benefit of all the 

inhabitants of the country. 

For example, Article 2 of the Treaty of 28 June 1919 concluded with 

Poland states: 

"Poland undertakes to assure full and complete protection of life and 

liberty to all inhabitants of Poland without distinction of birth, 

nationality, language, race or religion. 

"All inhabitants of Poland shall be entitled to the free exercise, 

whether public or private, of any creed, religion or belief, whose 

practices are not inconsistent with public order and public morale." 

The obligation entered into concerned all the inhabitants of the 

country. However, it was only in respect of the members of racial, religious 

or lingUistic minorities that there was a League of Nations guarantee. 

Article 12 of the Treaty concluded with Poland, and the corresponding 

articles in the other agreements stated: 
"Poland agrees, that the sti;pul.ations in the foregoing Articles, so far 

as they affect persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic 

minorities, constitute obligations of international concern and shall be 

placed under the guarantee of the League of Nations." 

Section III . Particular Guarantees as Regards the Use of the 

Language and the Setting up and Maintenance 

of Special Institutions of Minorities 

1. What were these guarantees? 
There were guarantees provided for the racial, linguistic, or religious 

/minorities 
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and guarantees provided for certain minorities 

tees Provided for a Country' e Bacial t Linguiatic 

or Beligious Minorities in General 

These gua anteea concerned the use of languages other than tpat of the 

majority of th1 inhabitants, and the setting up and maintenance of cultural, 

religious or charitable institutions belonging to the minorit~. 

(a) The ·ilSe of the minor! t1' s language. 

Article 7 (paragraphs 3 and 4) of the Treaty of 28 June 1919 concluded 

"No restr:Lction shall be imposed on the free use by any Polish national 

of any lw~e in private intercourse, in commerce, in religion, in 

the press ·or in publications of any kind, or at public meetings. 

Notwiths Ulding any establishment by the Polish Government of an 

official :Language, adequate facilities shall be given to Polish nationals 

of nan-Polish speech for the use of their language, either orally or in 

writing b•~fore the Courts • " ( 1 ) 

(b) ~ducu.tional, Cultural, Bellgious and Charitable Institutions. 

(i) Educational institut~ are specifically provided for. 

In the first place, the treaties and certain declarations 

give the minor! ty the right to establish and maintain at their 

own expense schools and other educational establishments in all 

circumstances. 

Article 8 of the Treaty of 28 June 1919 concluded with 

Poland provided that: 

"Polish nationals who belong to racial, religious or 

linguistic minorities shall enjoy the same treatment and 

security in law and in fact as the other Polish nationals. 

In particular they shall have an eq~ right to establish, 

manage and control at their own expense charitable, 

relig~ous and social institutions, schools and other 

educational establishments, with the right to use their 

own l.angauge and to exercise their religion freely 
therein." (l) 

But the treaties and certain declarations go still further. 

They place upon the State the obligation of assuring to the 

(1) See the c , rresponding articles of the other treaties. 

/minorities 
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minorities, in certain cases, the teaching of their native 

lansuage in schools and educational establishments.(l) 

Article 91 paragraph 1, of the Treaty of 28 June 1919 
concluded with Poland provided that: 

"Poland will provide in the public educational system::; 

in towns and districts in which a considerable proportion 

of Polish nationals of other than Polish speech are residents 

adequate facilities for ensuring that in the pr~y schools 

the instruction shall be given to the children of such 

Polish nationals through the medium of their own language. 
This provision shall not prevent the Polish Government fram 

making the teaching of the Polish languaee obligatory in 

the said schools. 

"In towns and districts where there is a considerable 

proportion of Polish nationals belonging to racial, 

religious or linguistic minorities, these minorities shall 

be assured an equitable share in the enjoJment and 

application of the sums ~ich may be provided out'of public 

funds under the State 1 municipal or other budget, for 

educational, religious or charitable purpose~. 
II " .......... 

Two things should be noted; first, instruction was to be 

given in the mino~ty language only if the minority represented 

"a considerable proportion" of the population. The proportion 

required was fixed by the laws and regulations of the countries 

upon which minority obligations were imposed. But the League of 

Nations could exercise control in that respect. 

Secondly, it was stipulated that teaching of the official 

language of the minority could be made obligatory. 

( ii) Religious, Chari table and Social Ineti tutions 

These institutions are govemed by rules similar to those 
laid down for educational institutions. 

In the first place, the treaties and certain declarations 
give the minority the right to establish and maintain cultural, 

religious and social institutions at its own expense. 

Article 8 of the Treaty of 28 June 1919 concluded with 

Poland provided that: 

"Polish nationals who belong to racial, religious 

(1) The State could either establish its own public minority schools or 
subsidize private minority schools. 

/or linguistic 



· or linguistic minorities sbal1 enJoy the same treatment 

and securit7 tn law and in fact as the other Polish 

nationals. In particular the7 sball bave an equal right 

to establish, manaee and control at thei~ own expense 

charitable, rel1gious and social institutions ••••• 

with the right to use their own language and to eDrcise 

their religion freely therein." 

Article 9, paraeraph 2, of the same Treaty also provided 

tbat: 

"In towns and districts where there is a considerable 

proportion of Polish naticmals belonain(; to racial, 

religious or linguistic minorities, these minorities 

shall be assured an equitable share 1n the enJo1JD821t 

and application of the sums which may be provided out 

of public tunde under the State, 211:1inicipa.l or other budset 1 

for educati~, relisious or ~haritable purposes." 

Guarantees Provided for Certain Specific Religious Minorities 
I 

These consist mainl.y of Moslems and Jews. 

(~) Moslems 

In the treaties and declarations relatine to Albania 1 Greece and 

Yueoslarta{l~ it was provided firstl7 tbat "all necessal7 &rrBZl881118nts for 

resuJ,atine family law and personal status 1n accordance with Moslem usaae" 
will be made. As is known, Moslem family law and personal status derive fran 

. / . 
rel1Sious law In the second place, provision was made for ccmplete protection 

of mosques and cemeteries and the recognition of Moslem religious and 

char1 table establislmlents • ( 2) 

Declaration of 2 October 1921, Article 2, paragraph 3: 

"Suitable provision will be made in the case of Moslems for 
regulatins familJlaw and. personal status 1n accordance with 
Moslem · usase • " 

Treaty of 27 November 1919, Article 14. 

Yugoslavia: Treat,- of 10 September 1919, Article 10. 

Article 141 paragraph 2~ of the Treaty relatine to Greece provided that: 

"Greece undertakes to afford _protec_tion to the mosques, cemeteries and 
other Moslem reli~ous establishments. Full recogniti~ and all 
facilities shall ~ assured to pious foundations {wakfs} and Moslem 
relipous and 1Cbaritable establishments now existing, and Greece shall 
not refuse to the creation of new religious and c~ritable establishments 
any of the necessary facilities suarauteed to other private establishments 
of this nature." 

(Bee also Article 101 paragraph 31 of the Treaty relatmg to Yueosl.avia). 
/("0) iu! 





Speald.ne of the provision which establishes the right of the minority 

to maintain schools and other educational establishments, ·the Court goes on 

to say: "Far fran creating a privilege_ in favour of the m1nor1t71 as the 

Albanian Govemment avers, this stipulati~ ensures tbat the uJorit7 sball 

not be given a p~vUeged situation as caapared with the minorit7'!. (1_} 

Be tbat as it may, this controversy proves that in the absence of 

r 

explicit w.-ovisions reg8.1'ding the points 1nd1cated, it is very doubtful 

whether the principle of equalit7, which .is capable of various interpretations, 

in conJunction with the principle of general respect for the right& of man, 
would have been sutf'icient to eliQit the guarantees referred to. 

Section IV. Guarantee of General or Limited Autonam;y 

or of' Trad1 tional Bights 

l. . Such a guarantee was given to some specified m1nor1 ties. 

The Treaty of 10 September 1919 w1 th Czechoslovakia promised autona:ay 

to the Buthenes of Sub-Qarpa.thia. (2 } 

The Treaty of 9 December 1919 with Roumania (Article 11) 

autonQIO' in regard to scholastic and rel.igious matters" to the Czecklers and 

Saxons. 

The Treaty of' 10 Ausust ·1920 with Greece promised "local autona:uy in 

regard to rel1sious 1 • oharitable or scho~tic matters" to the ValaOhs of 
. . 

the Pindus (Article 12} • It included moreover the undertaking to !.'zecognize . 
and maintain the traditional rights and liberties eJlcloyed by the non-Greek 

BQD&Stic conmnm1ties of Mount Athos under Article 62 of the Treat7 of Berl.in 

of 13 Jul7 1878". 
2. The resime of ~ral or partial aut~ or 0f the maintenance of 

tracli tional. rights provided for in the cases quoted above was undoubtedl.y 

a privil.eged regime granted to certain minorities, the rights recosnized not 

having 8111 equivalent in tbe treatment of the majorit7. 

Final Observation. In conclusion it should be observed that the only 

obligationS in favour 'of minorities were those fo~ulat~d in the treaties 

and declarations. Like all conventional oblieations they had to be strictl.y 

interpreted, and nothing more than what had been expressly stipulated could 

be ·cl.aimed on the basis ef the undertaktngs entered into. 

(l.) Op. cit. page 20: 

( 2) Article 10 of this treaty reads as follows: 

"Czechoslovakia undertakes to constitute the Ruthene territo%7 south of 
the carpathians within frontiers del:tmited b7 the Principal Allied and 
Associated P~rs as an autonomous unit within the · Czechoslovak State, 
and to accord to it the full.est degree of self-government canpatibl.e 
with. the unity of the Czechoal.ovak State." 

I CJ9.P'J!Jm IV 
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CHAPTER IV 

ORGANS AND PROCEDURE 

Section I. Respective Competencee of the Various Organa 

of the League of Nations 

The treaties and declarations provided in general that the stipulations 

with regard to the treatment of minorities constituted "obligations of 

international concern ••••• Elaced und~r the guarantee of the League of 
Nations."(l) 

Moreover the treaties and declarations mentioned only two organs of the 

League of Nations, namely the Council of the League of Nations and the 

Permanent Court of International Juatico. 

The Council of the League of Nations was so to speak the pivot of the 

system of control. It performed the essential function defined in the 

following terms by the last article of the treaties relative to the 

protection of minorities: 

"(Poland)( 2) agrees that any Member of the Council of the League of 

Nations shall have the right to bring to the attention of the Council 

any infraction or any danger of infraction, of any of these obligations, 

and that the Council may thereupon take such action and give such direction. 

as it may deem proper and effective in the circumetances."(3) 
With regard to the Permanent Court of International Justice, its 

intervention was provided for in cases of "differences of opinion on questions 

of law or fact" and if a member of the Council demanded that the dispute be 

referred to the Court. 

(l) Treaty of 28 June 1919 with Poland, Article 12, first paragraph. 

(2) Treaty of 28 June 1919 with Poland, Article 121 paragraph 3. 
{3) Article 12 of the Treaty of 28 June 1919 with Poland provided in its 

last paragraph as follows: 
"Poland further agrees that any difference of opinion as to questions 
of law or fact arising out of these Articles between the Polish 
Government and any one of the Principal Powers ••••• shall be held to be 
a dispute of an international character under Article 14 of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations. The Polish Government hereby consents that 
any such dispute shall, if the other party thereto demands, be 
referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice. The decision 
of the Permanent Court shall be final and shall have the same force and 
effect as an award under Article 13 of the Covenant." 

/As regards 
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As regards the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who was not 

mentioned in the treaties, he had in the initial stage of prccedure, in 
• 

virtue of Council decisions, to do more than merely transmit documents. 

(See, in pa~ticular, the Council's Resolution of 5 September 1923.)(1) 

As reg~rde the Aesembl.y, it ·took no part in the course followed by any 

procedure instituted in the Council, but it could, under the general powers 

·conferred on it by Article III, Paragraph 3, of "the Covenant, (2) diseuse the 

general organization of the system for the protection of minorities. 

Section II. Procedure - General Outline 

1. Fundamental Provisions ' 
The procedure followed in minority matters brpught before the League 

Council was laid down in detail in a series of reports and resolutions 

adopted by the Council between 1920 and 1929, which are listed as follows: 

(a) Tittoni Report adopted by the Council on 22 October 1920; (3) 

This report, the first in point of time, is the basic document on 

this question. It was in virtue of this Report that the Council 

accepted the ~ewers conferred on it by the treaties. 

(b) Council Resolution of 25 October 1920;(4) 

This resolution provides for setting up Minorities Committees 

consisting of three members, including the President of the Council. 

(c) Council Resolution of 27 June 1921;(5) 

This resolution pro!ided that the petitions would be communicated 

for their observations to the Governments of States subject to minority 

obligations which were involved in the petitions. 

(d) Resolution of 5 September 1923;(6) 

This resolution stated on what conditions minority petitions could 

be received and on what conditione they could be examined. 

(e) Council Resolution of 10 JUne 1925;(7) 

This resolution dealt with the oamposition of the Minorities 
Committees. 

(1) See document C.8.M.5.193l - I - page 9 

(2) Article 3, paragraph 3 of the Covenant of the League of Nations: 

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

(3) See document C.8.M.5.1931 1 - page 7 
(4) See document C.8.M.5.1931 1 - page 8 

(5) See document C.8.M.5.1931 - 1 - page 8 

(6) See document C.8.M.5.1931 - 1 - page 9 

(7) See document C.8.M.5.1931 - I - page 10 

/(f) Resolution 
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(f) Resolution of 13 Ju1;y' 1929; (1) 

This extremely important resolution commented at length on various 

provisions, favourable · to· the lilinort ties, .in the·· procedure .for the 

examination of petitions. 

2. General Course of Procedure 

The procedure comprised ;the following five stages: 

First Stage ·• Commencement - Despatch of a Petition 

A distinction must be made here between legal theory and actual 

practice. 

According to the provisions of the treaties and declarations1 any of 

its members could bring up a minority question before the League Council. (2) 

Actually, the procedure was never initiated in this manner. 

In every 1nstance1 a petition received from minority elements or from a 

Government not represented on the Council was the starting point of the 

procedure. 

Second stage - Examination of the receivability of petitions gr the 

Secretary-General of the League of Nations 

The Secretary~neral verified whether the petitions fulfilled the 

required conditions for receivability. 

·rr the petition was deemed receivable1 it was communicated b,y the 

Secretary-General to the Gvvernment concerned in order that the latter might 

submit its observations. 

Third stage - Examination of the petition by a Committee of the Couno!&, 

known as a Minorities Committee. 
The petitions were examined by a Minorities Committee which decided 

whether or no to bring the matter before the Council. 

Fourth stage - Examination of the question 'by the Council of the 

League of Nations 

The Council1 having had the matter referred to it by the Minorities 
Committee, examined the question as a whole. It tried to settle it by 

agreement with the State concerned. 

Possibility of Action py the Permanent Court of International JUstice 

\·lhile the Council was examining the cases, the Permanent Court of 

International Justice could be asked to take action in conformity with the 

(1) See document c.8.M.5.193l - I - page 10 
(2) See Treaty concluded with Poland 28 June 1919, Article 12, paragraph 2. 

{Poland agrees that any member of the Council of the League of Nations 
shall have the right to bring to the attention of the Council any 
infractior., or any danger of infraction1 of any of these obligations, 
end that the Council may thereupon, take such action and give such 
direction as it may deem proper and effective in the circumstances.) 

/provisions 
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provisions of treaties or declarations, in order to elucidate points 

or fact. 

Section III. The Various Stages of Procedure 

First Stage - Commencement - Despatch of Petition 

How did petitions formulated Sr minoritl elements became in practice the 

starting point of the procedure? 

As has been rightly said, the starting point of the pr.ocedure could 

legally have been action by a Member of the League Council who had ".the 

right of calling the attenti on of the Council to ar13 infraction, or danger 
I -

of infraction" of any of the minorities obligations without it being necess~ 

to have ~ petition presented in advance. 

In fact, however, a petition was in every case the startins point of the 

procedure. Mr. de Azcarate(l) explains how pMctice thus grew up quite

independent of the texts. He recaUs the remark made by Lord (then ME-.) 

Balfour to the Council on 22 October 1920: "If it is necessary to protect 

a lhinori ty, one of the Members · of the Council will have to take upon itself 
' 

the dut,:. of accusing a State which has not fulfilled ita undertakings." This 

would hav~ been a very unplea!3ant task, and Governments would probably have 

been extremely hesitant to assume it. Accordingly 1 another way 'me found 

for initiating the procedure. W'hen minority elements had complaints 

to make_, they would pre-sent a petition and a Committee of the Council_, that 
. -

!l.s to say 1 several Members of the Council, would decide to put the matter 

before the Council after having examined the petition. 

2. ·Who could originate petitions? 

Petitions coul~ originate f'rom minority elements, that is, f'ran one 

or more persons expressing the same grievances or f'ran a cammunity or group. 

They, could also originate fram the Governments of League of Nations 

Me.mbers not represented on the Council. . . 
Members of the Council vrere not called upon to formulate petitions. 

they· had wanted to place · the matter b~tore the Council, they could 

it direct:cy. As is known, of course, this was never done. . 

3. · .To whom were peti tiona addressed? . 
The Petitions were actuallJ addreaeed to the League , of Nations, to the 

Council, to the President of the Council and to the Secretar,r-General. It 

mattered little how they '·rere addressed, provided that the petitioner 

intended to put the matter before the teague of Nations. 

P. de Azcarate, ex-Director of the Minorities Section of the League 
of Nations - "League of Nations and National Minorities - An 
experiment", 1945, page 98. 



E/CN.4/Su"p.2/6 
Page 26 

4; Scope of petitions 

The ultimate object of petitions was to bring certain facts to the 

·attention of th& Council but they did not have the effect of putting the 

matter before the Council. It was stated in the Tittoni Report that a 

petition "cannot have the legal effect of putting the matter before the 

Council and calling upon it to intervene. 11 All petitions, however, had 

to be examined. -~a we shall see, the first examination concerned the 

receivability of the petition, and the second examination dealt with the 
substance of the mat~er in question. 

Second Stage - Examination bf the Secretary-General of the 

receivability of a petition 

The Secretary-General had to examine each petition in order to 

determine whether it complied with the following formal conditione laid 

down in a Council resolution of 5 September 1923: 

" ••••• petitions addressed to the League of Nations in connection with 

the protection of minorities: 

(a) Must have in view the protection of minorities in accordance 

with the Treaties; 

(b) In particular, must not be eubmi tted in the form of a 

_request for the severance of political relations between the 

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

(c) Must not emanate from an anonymous or unreliable source; 

(d) Must abstain from violent language; 

(e) Must contain information or refer to facts which have not 

recently been the subject of a petition submitted to the ordinary 

procedure." 

If the Secretary-General decided that a petition '·18S not receivable 

because it did not satisfY the prescribed conditions, he so informed the 

petitioner by, "if necessary 1 communicating to him the Council resolution 
of 5 September 1923, laying down the conditione of receivability ••••• "(l) 
The petitioner was thus given the opportunity of preparing a fresh petition 

free of the flaws which had rendered his original petition unreceivable. 

If the Secretary-General decided a petition was receivable, he had 

to communicate it to the State concerned in the petition. 

That State could dispute the receivability of the petition, and in 

anticipation of suoh a contingency the resolution above-mentioned provided 

that: "the Secretary-General shall submit the question of acceptance to 

(1) This ~186 laid down in the Council resolution of 13 June 1929 (see 
document C.8.M.5.1931 - page 11). 

/the President 
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the President of the Council, who may invite two other members of the 

Council to assist htm in the consideration of this question. It the State 

concern~d so requests, this question of procedure shall be included in the 

agenda of the Council".(l) 

Third Stage - Consideration of the Petition bf a Council Committee, 

Known as the M1nori ties Committee 

It accepted the substance of the petition thus examined b.1 a Council 

Preltminarz Procedure 

To enable the substance of the petition to be considered the Secretary

General had to communicate to-the State concerned the text of the petition 

eo that it could be informed of the contents of the petition and be able 

to submit its observations in the case. 

The State concerned ~.,as given three weeks to inform the Secretary

General whether or not it wished to submit any observations. It it did eo 

wish, such observations had to be submitted within a period of two months. 

If the State concerned eo requested and if the circumstances appeared to 

make such a procedure necessary, an- :extension of the period of two months 

might be authorized b.1 the President of the Council.(2) 

Subsequentlf the text of the petition, together with any observations 

bf the Government concerned, was communicated to Members of the Council and, 

in principle, to them only.(3) Nevertheles~, at the !equest of the State 

concerned, or b.1 virtue of a special resolution to that effect, the petition 

might be communicated to all the Members of the League "or to the ge12eral 

public". (4) 

The Council resolutions providing for "exceptional and extremelf urgent 

cases" (5) stipulated that the Secretary-General should stmultaneouslf inform 

the State concerned and the Members of the Council. 

2. Establishment of a Minorities Committee for each case 

Each case was brought before a M1nori ties Cammi ttee speoia~ set up to 

consider that particular case and in principle that alone. 

In practice, however, application of this rule was fairlf elastic. Thus 

(l) See document C.8.M.5.1931 - page 9. 

(2) These provisions are those enunciated in the Council resolution of 
5 September 1923. 

(3) In application of the Tittoni report, such communications were originally 
addressed to all Members of the Leasue. The resolution of 
5 September 1923 rea~icted them to Members of the Council. 

(4) Council resolution of 5 September 1923 - document C .8.M.5 .1931 - I - top 
of page 10. 

(5) Council resolution of Z7 June 1921 

/when several 
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when several petitions from various sources arising out of the same 

circ.umstances and relating to the same subject {for instance the closing 

of a village school) were submitted, they were treated as a single case 

and a single Committee was set up to consider them all. 

3 • Compoei tion of Minorities Committees 
The committees consisted exclusively of Members of the Council of 

the League. 
By a council resolution of 25 October 1920, the number of members of 

each committee was fixed at three. Subsequently a resolution of 

13 June 1929 provided that "in e~ceptional cases" this number might be 

increased to five. The decision to increase the number of members of a 

committee in any particular case was taken blf the President of the Council. 

Each committee was presided over b,y the President of the Council. The 

remaining two {or four) ::n.embers were appointed by the Presidel't of the 

Council. 
When a State whose representative had been appointed to a Minorities 

Committee ceased to be a Member of the Council, its representative ceased 

to be a member of the Commi t·;;ee and the President of the Council appointed 

the representative of another Member in hie stead. 

The President of the Council, hO\orever, continued as Chairman of the 

Committee even when he ceased to be President of the Council, providedt of 

course, that hie countq was still a Member of the Council. 

In order to ensure as far as possible that Minority Committees should 

be completely impartial, the Council laid down certain rules regarding the 

choice of Committee members. 
~niS WbS the WOrk Of the resolution Of 10 June 1925, Which provides: 

The Council of the League of Nations: 

"Decides: 
I. If the acting president of the Council is: 

the representative of the State of which the persons belonging 

to the minority in question are subjects, or 

the representative of a neighbouring State of the State to 

which the persons belonging to the minority in question are 

subjects, or 
the representative of a State the majority of whose 

population belongs from the ethnics~ point of view to the same 

people as the persons belonging to the minority in question, 

that the duty which falls on the president of the Council in 

accordance with the terms of the resolution of 

October 2?th, 1920, shall be performed b,y the memoer o1 the 
/Council 
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39 
Council who exercised the duties of president immediately 

before the acting preeiden:t and who is in the same position. 

II. The president of the Council, in appointing two of hie 

colleagues, in conformity with the resolution of October 25th, 19201 

shall not appoint either the representative of the State to which 

the persons belonging to the minority in question are subject or 

the representative of a State, neighbouring the State to which . 

these persons are subject, or the representative of a State a 

majority of whose population belongs from the ethnical point of 

View to the same people as the persons in question. 11 

4. Function of ·the Minorities Committee 

The Minorities Committee entrusted with examining the petition nad a 

dual function. 

The Committee had to consider the case in order to decide whether it 

was of sufficient importance to be referred to the Council. But if the 

Committee found in the course of its examination a~ possibility of settling 

the questio~ b,y arranging for the State concerned to give a suitable measure 

of satisfaction to the petitioner, it tried to conclude the matter b,y means 

of a friendly agreement. 

A. Consideration of the Case by the Minorities Committee· 

(a) Sources of' information available to the Committee 

To enable it to deal with the question the Committee had before it the 

peti tiona and any remarks by the Government concerned. Actually the 

Minorities Section usually prepared a short analytical report on the question 

using for this purpose various eleme~te of information collected b,y taam. 

If the Comm1ttee had any doubts on points of fact it requested. the 

Government concerned to provide supplementary information. The request was . . 
usually made through the Dire"'tor of the Minorities Section, who passed the 

information on to the Committee. In some cases representatives of a Government 

concerned gave verbal explanations to the Committee. 

No petitioners were ever permitted to make verbal statements to the 

Committee. Nor did any Cammi ttee ever proceed to carry out an inquiry on 

the spot or delegate a representative to do so. 

(b) Absence of publicity 

It should be noted that the proceedings of the Minorities Committees 

were confidential and non-judicial. The Committee held its discussions in 

private. Only msmbere of the Committees and Secretariat officials who had 

to deal with the questions were present at the meetings. 

/(c) Conclusion 
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(c) Conclusion of the Committee's examination 

vlhen the Committee decided to conclude its examination of a question 

having failed to reach a friendly settlement (see below), two courses of 

action were open to it: either to refer the question to the Council or to 

do nothing further. 

1. If the Committee decided to refer the question to the Council, it 

implied b,y so doing that it appeared to him that a breach had occurred 

and that the intervention of the Council was necessary. 

2. If the Committee decided not to refer the question to the Council, it 

implied by so doing that in its opinion the question should be shelved, 

either because the petition seemed to have no foundation, or because the 

Committe& considered that the subject of the petition was so unimportant 

that no more time should be spent on it, or because the Committee had reached 

a solution which it considered satisfactory. 

If the Committee thought that the question should be shelved, it informed 

the members of the Council b,y letter of the result of its examination and 

the reasons for its decision.(l) 
However, the resolution adopted b,y the Council on 13 June 1929 provided 

that "the Minorities Committees should consider carefully the possibility of 

publishing, with the consent of the Government concerned, the result of the 

examination of the questions submitted to them."(2) So that in regard to 

decisions to shelve questions, non-publication ceased to be the rule. 

Even when the Minorities Committee decided to shelve a question it was 

always possible for any meJT.ber of the Council·, that is to say, even a member of 

the Minorities Con:rnittee in disagreement w.1. th his colleagues, {3) to refer the 

matter to the Council in a.ccordanc~ w.1. th the provisions of the treaties. 

But in practice the members of the Council did not use their individual 

right to refer matters to the Council. 

(d) How did--the Committee reach its conclusions? 

In reaching its final decision the Committee, which was not a court of 

law and was composed of politicians, was not swayed by legal considerations 

only. It took into account the importance of the question, since there was 

(1) Resolution of 13 June 1929, document c.8:M.5.1931-I-page 11. 

(2) ibid., page 11. 

(3) The following sentences appear in the report of the Committee 
instituted b,y the resolution of 7 March 1929: 

!'Gen~rally spe~kinc1 the· object of the examination of a petition 
by the three members of the Council appointed for the purpose is to 
consider whether one or more members of the Council should exercise 
their right to bring the question to the Council's notice. This right 
may also be exercised by any individual member of the Committee, 
whatever view his colleagues may take." (document c.8.M.5.1931-I
paGe 176) /no occasion 



no occasion to refer unimportant cases to the Council. The CODnittee took 

into conQideratian the degree of' tolerance of' the at~itude of' the 

Government concerned, the degree of' loyalty of the minority's conduct, and 

the like. 

B. AttemJ)ts to Beach a lJ'riendl.y .Agreement 

After taking cosnizance of' the matter submitted f'or their consideration, 

Minorities Committees made it their practice to try to settle the question 

by means of' informal negotiation~ w1 th ~e State concerned. Thus, the 

report of' the Committee instituted b,y the Council Resolution of' 7 March 1929 

reveals that in the majority of' cases the information at the disposal of' the 

Committee did not allow it to reach .a clear-cut decision either to ~-ef'er the 

matter to the Council or simply to shelve it. The Committee then endeavoured: 

"to obtain favourable consideration of' the minorities 1 ytehes b,y 

approaching the Government concerned in informal and friendly manner. 

The Committee then, acting :throush the Minorities Section, enters into 

infOl'JJJal negotiati<>ns vi th that GovermnerJt w1 th a view either to 

obtaining further information or to securing a satisfactar,y settlement 

of' the matter. The elasticity of' this eystem enables the various 

Committees to adapt their methods to the special circumstances of' each 

case. A syst~ of' genuine and :friendly co-operation has thus grown 

up between the League 1 acting :through the Cammi ttees of three, and the 

Governments concerned, with a view to the equitable and satisfactory 

settlement of such cases. This explains, too, why tar fewer questions 

are submi tteq to the Council by the Minorities Comni ttees than are the 

object of informal negotiations between these Committees and the 

Governments concerned.·" 

Frequency of committee meetings and 1engtl! of' time taken by this ph.ase 

of tlie ;procedure . 
Until 1929 the meetings of' minorities cammi ttees were usually held 

during the sessions of the Council, and exceptionally between sessions. 

I 
In order ~o eXl'edite the procedure, it ws decided in 1929 that meetings 

should be held in the . interval between Council sessions whenever the 

committees deemed it advisable.(!) 

The ~ime which elapsed between the beginning of' the committee's 

consideration of' a question and its decision varied greatly. It depended 

the importance and compleXity of' the question, on. whether or not additional 

!nfor.mation was -required ·and on whether or not the question gave rise to 

Council Resolution of 13 June 1929. 
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negotiations with the Government concerned. The consideration of same 

questions was concluded in one session, while other questions remained on 
.._ 

the agenda for years. 
Fourth Stage - Consideration of a Question b[ the League of Nations 

Council 
As has been noted above, a minorities question could be brouSht before 

the Council only by one or more of its members.(l) But in practice, it was 

the minorities committees responsible for considering petitions which 

decided to bring a case to the Council's attention i.e., to place it on 

the aaenda of the Council's next session. 
The propriety of this practice was challenged, particularly by the 

Polish Government which, in a statement made before the Permanent Court 

of International Justice, said that under the Treaty provisions it was for 

members of the Council individually and not for a committee to bring questions 

before the Council. This argument was rejected by the Court in its advisory 

opinion of 10 Septe.mber 1923.{2) 

The procedure regarding minorities questions follo\red in the Council of 

course obeyed the Council's general rules of procedure. We only wish to 

draw attention to the tmp6rtance in this connection of the application of 

these aeneral rules particular~ those regarding publicit.Y and the hearing 

of the defence and we shall show the results of this procedure as well as 

the special features of the proced·wre employed in minorit.y questions. 

l. Proceedings in public and hearing of defence 
Consideration of a question by the League of Nations Council was 

diff&rent in character fram its consideration by the Minorities Committee. 

The proceedings of the Council were public. This means that the 

Council's meetings were public, and that documents submitted to the Council 

were also public, so that at this stage of the proceedings petitioners were 

able to follow the cours~ of ovents. 

(1) There was nevertheless an exception. The minorities of Upper Silecia1 
which had been partitioned between Germany and Poland, baa the right vo 
address themselves. to the Council by way of petitions. 

(2) The advisory opinion of the Court stated: 
"So far as concerns the procedure of the Council in minority 

matters, it is for the Council to regulate it On the other hand, it 
is tmpossible to say ~~ the present matter has not been brought to the 
attention of the Council\~ any of its members in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 12. The report of M. da Ga.ma., opens 1ri th the 
statement that the matter had been brought to the attention of the Council 
b,y a report presented b.1 three of its members, and it ~na~ ~ot metter 
that these oe~ters were members ·of a c~ttee formed under the Resolution 
ot tte Council of·25 October 1920, to f~cilitctc the· perfo~~oe by the 
Council of its duti3s in ::n1r..or1ties matters." 
(P.C.I.J., Series B, No.6, page 22) 

/At the same 
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At the same time the procedure provided for the hearing of the 

defence. The State concerned was invited to sit as a member of the Council 

under Article 4 of the Covenant of the League of Nations (1) with the same 
rights as those of other members of the Council. 

The petitioner was not invited to take part in the discussions of the 

Council. 

There was a genera~ reason for this exclusion and also a special reason. 

The general reason was that the Council never allowed anyone except its 

mandatories, or international officials or experts to speak, even to supply 

information. The special reason was that petitioners were not regarded as 

parties to the case; only the State concerned was a par.:ty. 
2. ubsequent course of the Procedure 

The procedure consisted of general debates, action by Rapporteurs, if 

necessary, a request to the Permanent Court of International Justice for an 

advisory opinion and the taking of decisions by the Council. 

(a) General debates 

The discussion wee opened by an outline of the question by the 

Rapporteur (see below). A general debate followed in which those members of 

the Council who wished to do eo took part. 

Particular interest was taken in this debate by' the State concerned and 

sometimes by certain Powers who were specially interested in the treatment of 

minorities, as for example Germany in the case of the German minorities in 

Poland or Czechoslovakia. 

After a first general debate, the question was usually referred to a 

Rapporteur. 

(b) The Raworteur 

1~tever the subject of a question the Council undertook to examine, it 

was usual for the Council to appoint a Rapporteur tram among i te members. In 

questions relating to minorities the Council, instead of appointing a 
Rapporteur for each caee1 appointed one Rapporteur for all the minority 

questions submitted to it. This Rapporteur was appointed for one year. A 

member of the Council who had once been appointed Rapporteut' could obviously 

be kept in office far several years. Such cases were not rare. 

Further, the Council often decided ~ appoint two other members to assist 

the Bapp~ in emmining minority questions which seemed important or 
t::--

(1) Article 4, paragraph 5: 
"Arty Member of the League not represented n the Council shall be 

invited to send a Representative to sit as a member of any meeting of the 
Council during consideration of matters especially affecting the interests 
of that Member of the League." 

/delicate, 
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delicate, thus forming what '\·T8S called a committee of the Council. 

The Rapporteur's function vTas to study the question before referring it 

back to the Council. But the essence of his task in practice was to 

contact the representative of the State concerned and induce him to accept 

a satisfactory solution of the question. ~Then the Rapporteur had obtained 

such a result, his task had been successful. 
(c) Request for an advisory opinion to the Permanent Court~of 

International Justice 
A request for an advisory opinion on a point of law or fact could be 

submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice; this involved a 

suspension of procedure until the opinion had been given. Intervention by 

the Court was a matter of great importance. It will be dealt with in detail 

belo'\>T (see No. IV). 
(d) erose of the procedure 
The procedure was normally closed by a resolution of the Council 

submitted by the Rapporteur.(l) 
The Council's resolution had to be unanimous, and therefore necessitated 

the general agreement of the members of the Council and of the State 

concerned. 
(e) Execution of the decision 
The State concerned was called upon to execute the decision it had 

accepted. If the State failed to comply with the decision, or if it was 

alleged that it had not complied therewith, the question could be re-opened. 

The procedure for re-opening the question was the same as that adopted 

for its original introduction. A petition could be dra'lin up claiming 

non-execution of the undertaking. Similarly, a member of the Council could 

refer the matter to the Council by dra'lnng its attention to the question. 

3. The Council's role 
As has already been stated, the treaties and declarations contained a 

formula undertaking to accept the Council's supervision and ending as follows: 

" ••••• the Council may thereupon take such action and give such 

direction as it may deem proper and effective in the circumstances." 

This formula might give a false idea of the system to the uninitiated. 

It might give rise to the belief that the Council had the power to issue 

injunctions and impose a solution. In fact this was not so, and the essential 

reason 't-18S that, as already stated, the Councills final decision was taken by a 

unanimous vote of its members and of th'e State which hfl.d incurred obligations 

towards minorities and had been accused of not having fulfilled its 

obligations. 

(1) Often the Council's decision consisted simply in approving the Rapporte~•s 
report. 1 Hence, 



Hence, only methods of conciliati?n and compromise could be applied, 

The Rapporteur to the Council, as Mr. de Azcth-ate(l) observes, sought, like 
1 the Minority CODIIDittee which had previously dealt with the q~estion, to come 

.. 
to an arrangement. He was, however, in a better position to achieve this 

result, In the first place, the reference of the question to the Council 

indicated in itself that the complaint seemed to have a certain value·; and 

in the second place, the case "1·18S dealt w1 th in public, and the Council's 

political and moral authority militated in favour of the acceptance of 

the solutions it recommended to the State concerned • The strength of 

the LeagUe of Nations which in this sphere was exclusively political and 

moral (2):.lCBl!le into full play when the case ce.:in.e before the council itself. 

A favourable circumstance which Should be borne in mind ·is that the States 

~mich had incurred minority oblisations were small or medium-sized Powers 

for wham -the Council 1s authority had special weight once the Great Powers 

had agreed. 

Section IV. The Permanent Court of International Justice 

The Permanent Court of International Justice had a very important 

place in the League of Nations system for the protection of minorities~ 

In fact "any difference of opinion on questions of law or fact" in 

respect of the application of provisions regarding the treatment of 

minorities could be bro1J8ht before the International Court on the demand 

of a single member of the Council of the League of Nations 1 and the State 

concerned could not obJect. Thus the highest international judicial 

authority waa called upon to supervise the application of minority treaties. 

It ·should be noted at the same time that intervention by the. Court 

was part of the procedure before the Council of the Leasue of Nations when 

the latter, during examination of a minority question, requested an advis017 

opinion from the Court. But a question could be referred directly to the 

Court by a member of the COuncil, quite apart fran any procedure before the 

Council, and in this case the procedure, at ~e .close of which the Court 

pronounced a judgment, was independent of' proceedings before the Council and 

did not in principle postulate the Council'o intervention. ju~ent by the 

Court closing the dispute referred to the Court, 

1. The option of reference to the Court was prOvided for in all tbe 

treaties and declarations 

Nevertheless, all the treaties and declarations did not contain 

identical provisions in this respect. They can be d-ivided into two cateaories: 

(1) De Azc~te - Le~e of Nations and National Minorities 
1945 - (pase ll8). . 

- An experiment 

(2) Ibidem page 100 
/A. First 
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A. First Category - Formula Employed by Treaties 

and Certain Declarations 

The typical clause is to be found in the Treaty relating to Poland of' 
28 June 1919 (Article 121 paragraph 3) • 

"Poland further agrees that any difference of' opinion as to 

questions of' law or fact arising out of' these Articles between the 

Polish Government and any one of' the Principal Allied and Associated 

Powers or any other Power, a Member ;of' the Council of' the League of' 

Nations, shall be held to be a dispute of' an international character 

under Article 14 of the Covenant of the League of' Nations. The Polish 

Government hereb,y consents that any such dispute shall, if' the other 

party thereto demands, be referred to the Permanent Court of' 

International Justice. The decision of' the Permanent Court shall be 

final and shall have the same force and effect as an award under 

Article 13 of' the Covenant." 

Relying on this· Article the G&rman·~G6vermnent; by. ·a direct· Application 

to the Court, brought before it the case concerning the Polish Agrarian 
Reform and German minarities.(l) 

Recourse to litigation did not rule out the method of' resorting to 

advisory opinions. The Council b,y virtue of' Article 14 of' the Covenant could 

apply to the Court for an advisory opinion in questions concerning mdnorities 
as in any other question. 

B. Second Category - Formula Used in Same Declarations 

Three declarations (2) rrovidf"d. -:.:r..a t tl:.e C':)unc.il: mig~t ~.sk the Court 

(1) Publications of' the Permanent Court of' International Justice -
Serie A/B No. 58 

(2) The Declaration of' 27 June 1921 concerning Finland (The Aaland Islands) 
states: 
11 

••••• the Council may, in case the question shall be of' a legal nature, 
consult the International Court of' Justice." 

The Declaration of' 7 July 1933 concerning Latvia, states: 

"In case of' a difference of' opinion on questions of' law ar of fact 
concerning the present declaration, the Latvian Government reserves the 
right to ask that that difference of' opinion be referred to the 
Permanent Court of' International Justice far an advisory opinion. It 
should be clearly understood that the Council will also have the right 
to ask for the question to be referred to the Court." 

The Declaration of' 17 September 1923 concerning Esthonia states: 

"In the event of any difference of opinion on questions of' law or of' 
fact in regard to this resolution, such difference of opinion may be 
referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice for an advisory 
opinion." 

/for an advisory 



tor an advi&ary' opinion and hence did not provide tar contentious 

proceedings. 

2. Who coUld l:xr:'1Ds cases before the Court? 

A distinction must be drawn between ooatentious 

for advisory opinione. 

A; Contentious Cases 

Cases where the contentious procedure was possible, which it was in 

the maJority of cases 1 could be referred to the Court by au;r member of the 

Council ot the L8!§Ue of Nations, (1) in other words, -by ~ perm81'lent or 

non-permanent member. The object ot srantinB this riGht to Members of the 

Council, and in principle to them exclusively (aa we shall see below) was 

tliat the initiative should be taken not by those with a possible direct 

interest in the case, but by Govermnents which., as members of the CquncU, 

were responsible for watching over the seneral interests of the international 

CODIIIll.lDi ty • 

Members of the Leasue of Nations not members of the Council had not 

the right to refer cases to the Court. 

(a) Was a State with obligations under a m:lnorit,y treaty entitled to 
refer cases to the Courtt 

The text of the Treaties and declaratians ruled out such a 

possibility: 1 " ••••• the Polish Government hereby consents that any such 

dispute shall, if :the other party thereto d811BDC!s, be referred . to the 
·' Court ••••• ". 

(b) Could the other sigpatar1es to the '!rea ties refer· oasea to the 

Court? 

The onq case to be considered 1n practice is that where there were 

other signataries 1 apart · f'rCD the Principal Allied ar Associated Powers 1 

(which were at the same time permanent members of the Council of the League . -
of Nations),. ana ~par.t tram the particular country owina oblisations towards 

(1) The Treaty of 28 June 1919 concernins Poland, emplo;ys the formula: 

It was tllousht that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers were 
likeq to be permarlent members of the Council of the Leasue of 
Nations. But, in taot, the United States did not become a Member of 
the League of Nations, while Jape.n and Italy left it. Apparentq 
these two latter COU.JJtries1 which haq ratified the Minorities Treaty, 
continued to be entitled to refer matters to the Court even after - . . . 
the"'J had ceased to be Member.s of the LeS({Ile of' Nations. 
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minorities, (as in the case of the peace treaties). These signatories had 

not the polrer to refer cases to the Court, except in the case of the Treaty 

of Leusanne of 24 July 1923 l'ri th Turkey. (1) 

(c) Could minorities brine; cases before the Court? 

~ring to the principles underlying the establishment of the Permanent 

Court of International Justice, lntich was open to States only, the answer 

must be in the negative. This reason l-TBB sufficient 1 and there is no need 

to mention the other reasons which, had this main reason not existed, would 

undoubtedly have precluded minorities from bringing cases before the Court. 

B. Requests for Advisory Opinions 

The League of Nations Council was the only body entitled to ask the 

Court for an advisory .opinion on a minority question submitted to it 

(the Council).(2) 

3. Procedure for the adoption 'by the Council of resolutions asking the 

Court for an advisory opinion 

It will be remembered that a general question arose in connection with 

the votin6 procedure on the Council's requests for advisory opinions. Was 

a majority or a unanimous vote required? Was the consent of the interested 

parties essential? In viel'r of the differences of opinion regarding this 

point, the Council, in fact, never asked for an advisory opinion in a 

contentious matter, w1 thout the consent of the parties concerned. 

In the case of minority questions, the problem '\·TaB in practice of less 

interest. As any member of the Council had the right to bring a matter before 

the Court as a contentious case, opposition b.f the country concerned to a 

request for an advisory opinion, would ultimately have been futile because 

one Member of the Council could refer the matter to the Court as a 

contentious case. 

It may be supposed, furthermore, that since a matter could be referred 

to the Court b.1 any Member of the Council as a contentious case without the 

consent of the country concerned, it followed that the Council could, at its 

discretion, rater a matter to the Court without the consent of the State 

concerned. 

(1) 

(2) 

The signatories of the Treaty of Lausanne, besides the Great Powers 
(the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan) and Turkey were: Greece, 
Roumania and the Serb-Croat-8lovene State. 

In the specific case of Latvia (Declaration of 7 JUly 1923) 1 it is 
stated: 

"In case of a difference of opinion on questions of law or of fact 
concerning the present declaration, the Latvian Government reserves the 
riGht to ask that that difference of opinion be referred to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice for an advisory opini.on ••••• ". 

This may amount to an undertaking to Latvia that, at its request, 
the Council ~ould ask the Court for an opinion. 

/The Council 
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The Council did 1n tact request one advisory opinion in spite of the 

tor.mal oppo~ition of the Polish Government.(!) 

4. What matters fell to be considered by the COU't"t? 

According to Article 12 of the Treaty of 28 June 1919 concerning 

Poland, "differences of opinion em questions of law or of fact" could be 

broUGht before the Court. (2) 

llhat might be questions ot law are well-known: the correct 

interpretation of a provision of a treaty; or whether e aiven legislative 

or administrative measure, ruline of a Court, or action was in breach of the 

oblisations undertaken by the state concerned. 

Questions of fact might involve verification of alleg8Q facts 

constituting violation of aareements. 

The control which the Court could exercise was therefore extremely wide. 

5. What was the scope of the Court's decision? 

It is only necessary to refer to the general principles governing the 

effects of the Court's decisions. 

Judgments and opinions '~re given b.1 the Court as a judicial body 

after hearing both sides tul.ly in public 1 and its decisions had the authority 

of Judsments. 

The d itterence between judsment and opinions was as follows. Judsments 

were binding on parties under obligation to conform to them. On the other 

hand, opinions given to the Council ot the Leasue of Nations (Just as 

opinions given to the Assembly), al thousJ1 the Council could not throw doubt 

on their validity, did not leaa~ i{npose a line of conduct on the Council. 

The decision, in tact, rel:IKlined with the Council, which could take into 

account political as well as lesal factors. Nevertheless, whenever the 

Council requested the Court's opinion it did so because it considered that 

the question of law raised in the particular case had an essential bearing 
I 

on the solution of the problem, and in all cases in which it had requested 

the Court's opinion the Council followed it. 

Judgments given b,y the Court were binding on the parties, but samettmee 

in practice a party miGht not conform to the judsment. Here arose the 

question of forcible execution of the 3udsment. Judgments given in minority 

(1) Publications of the PCIJ1 Series B No. 7 of 15 September 1923: 
Acquisition of Polish Nationality. 

(2) · This wording is generallJ' found in treaties and declarations. It 
noted, however, that the Declaration of 27 June 1921 concerning the 
Aaland lelands is somewhat differentl.J worded: " ••••• The Council 
may 1 in case the question shall be of a legal nature, consult the 
International Court ot Justice." 

/ms.tters 
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matters were subject to the same guarantees as others. In the event of non

compliance Article 13, paragl'aph 4, was applicable.(l) 

6. llhat use was made of the right of recourse to the Court? 
The Permanent Court of Internat~onal Justice, by reason of its 

procedure, its powers as a tribunal, and the weight carried by its 

decisions, as judgments, was in a position to play a very important part in 

the system of protection of minorities. This indeed gave every Me.mber of 

the Council of the League of Nations the opportunity to bring any matter 

before the Permanent Court of International Justice in litigious far.m. 

Little use was in fact made of the power to move the Co~·t. 
Only three matters were submitted to the Court by -yray of litigation. 

In these three cases, which concerned the German minority in Poland, it was 

the German Government which moved the Court in its capacity of a Me.mber of 

the Council. The Court had to give judgment in one case only, (2) the other 

cases being withdrawn.{3) . 
Five cases were brought before the Court for advisory opinion. Three 

concerned German minorities in Poland,(4) one the Polish minority in 

Danzig, {5) and one the Greek minority in Albania. {6) 

(1) 

{2) 

(3) 

(4) 

{5) 

{6) 

Article 13, paragraph 4
1 

provided: "The Members of the League agree 
that they will carry out in full good faith any: al1ard that may be 
rendered, and that they will not resort to war against a Member of the 
League which complies therewith. In the event of any failure to carry 
out such an award, the Council shall propose "VThat steps should be taken 
to give effect thereto." 
Rights of minorities in Upper Silesia (Minority Schools) Judgment of 
26 April 1928 - No. 12 - PCIJ Publication - Series A - No. 15. 

Case concerning the administration of the Prince Von Ple~s - Orders of 
4 February 1933 - ll Ma~ 1933 and 2 December 1933 - PCIJ Publication -
Series A-B - No. 52·54-59. 
Case concerning the Polish Agrarian Reform and the German minority
Orders of 29 July 1933 and 2 December 1933 - PCIJ Publication 58 and 
60. 
Advisory opinion of 10 September 1923 - Settlers of German origin in 
territor,r ceded by Germany to Poland (PCIJ) Publication - Series B -
No~ 6). 
Advisory opinion of 15 September 1933 - Acquisition of Polish 
nationality {PCIJ publication - Series B - No. 7). 
Advisory opinion of 15 May 1931 - Access to German minority schools 
in Upper Silesia (PCIJ publication - Series A-B - No. 40). 
Advisory opinion of 15 May 1932 - Treatment of Polish nationals and 
other persons of Polish origin or speech in the Danzig territory 
{PCIJ publication -Series A·B- No. 44). 
Advisory opinion of 16 April 1935 - Minority schools in Albania 
(PCIJ publication -Series A-B -No. 64). 
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There are various reasons why' the Court was not ca.lled upon more 

ott.en to intervene in minori t1 questions : 

The Court was not open to the minorities themsel vee. It was 

necessar1 tor a State Member of the Council to seize the Court of a 

dispute, and this was done by the Ge:rman Govermuent onl71 aotins 1n the 

interest of the German m1nor1 ties • 

·Moreover; many held the opinion that the handling of mi11ori't7 question• 

was more a pol.itical than a l.egal matter and that the main object in a 

given case was not to state the law but to induce the State unaer . . 

obliaations to giv~ proof' of good-will ~nd moderation. As international 

control over their internal af'f'airs was regarded by States as a grievous 

infringement of' their sovereignty 1 it was desired somewhat to· discourase 

legal' proceedings, associated as they were with publicity, with strict and 

rigid supervision and with severe expressions of' condemnation which could 

be used by irredentists as propaganda. It was thOUGht rather that discreet . . 
advice and diplamatic negotiations which would trea.t the national pride 

of' States tenderly' 1 would be less likely to embitter international relations 

and would better achieve the general objective of' appeasement and good 

understanding between a State under obligations and its minorities or 

neighbours. 

Section V. .The League of Nations Assem.bl;,r . 

1. The role of' the Assemb& 

The treaties and declarations relating to~ the protection of minorities 

ncnlhere mentioned the Assembly, which "id not 1 therefore 1 intervene in 

particular questions involv1nc infractions of' the clauees of' these treaties 

and declarations. Such infractions were ref' erred either to the Council of 

the League of' Nations or to the Permanent Court of' International Justice1 as 

we have shown above. 

Nevertbe~as, in virtue ot the general powers which it derived tram 

Article 3., paragraph 3 of' the Covenant of' the League of Nations 1 (l.J. 
the Assambly .was competent to consider the system for the protection of 

II ..... ' 
3. The Assembly may deal ~t 1 ts meetings w1 th any matter w1 thin the 
sphere of action of' the Leasue or affect ing the peace ot the world." 
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minorities in ita general aspects, just as it could consider all questions 

within the sphere of action of the League of Nationa.(l) 

Minority questions were discussed by the Assembly in 1921, 1922, 1923, 

1925, 1930, 1931, 1932, 1933 and 1934. 

These discussions are of great interest, for they reveal the 

preoccupations of the governments concerned, their differences and the 

compromises by which agreement was finally achieved. In 1934 the Polish 

Government declared that pending the introduction of a general system for 

the protection o:f minorities Poland would refuse "all co-operation with the 

international organizations in the ~tter of the supervision of the 

application by Poland of the system of minority protection."(2) 

2. Opinions on the Protection of Minorities Expressed by the Assemb1y 

The protection of minorities gave rise to discuasio~ involving on the one 

hand the organization of procedures and the mutual obligations and duties of 

States and their minorities, and on the other hand the general evolution or 

transformation of the system. 

We shall confine ourselves to a few general remarks: 

A. The Development of the Procedure Before the Council 

This subject was fairly frequently discussed. Proposals were made, 

and same of them were adopt~d in practice. More often they were rejected.(3) 

B. The General Conditions Conducive to the Proper 

Functioning of the System 
'\ 

On several occasions the Assembly set forth the conditions which in ita 

opinion needed to be fulfilled to enable the system for the protection of 

minorities to g~ve satisfactory results. 1 

(1) 

(2) 

In 1930 the competence of the Assembly in minority questions was 
discussed at the Sixth Committee. The report adopted by the Assembly 
on 3 September 1930 says 1n this connection: 

"One of these differences concerns the general question whether the 
Assembly - and consequently the Sixth Committee - is competent to 
diseuse the guarantee that the League has assumed on behalf of the 
minorities in the eo-called minority treaties. Same members maintained 
that the Assembly is competent because it is the supreme organ 
of the League, while others observed that the minority treaties 
have entrusted the queet~.on exclusively to the Council. All the 
delegatee agree, however, that the question of minorities could be 
discussed by the Assembly in virtue of Article 3, paragraph 3, of the 
Covenant of the League. " 
League of Nations Official Journal - Special Supplement No. 125, 
page 43. 

(3) For example that of Gilbert Murray (Union of South Africa) in 
1921, with a viaw to the holding of inquiries on the spot (document 
C-8.M.5. 1931 I.I.B. Minorities - 1931 - I.B.l - page 239). 
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The Assembly emphasized the duty of persons belonging to protected 

minorities "to co-operate as loyal fellow citizens with the nation to 

which they now belong."(l) 

The Assembly stressed the value of the maintenance by the League 

of Nations of "benevolent and informal communications" wi-th governments 

bound by obligations with respect to the treatment of minorities . (2) 

Further, the Assembly recommended members of the Council, "in case of 

difference of opinion as to questions of law or fact", to "appeal without 

unnecessary delay to the Pennane~t Court of International Juetice."(3) 
The reports adopted by the Assembly. thus make due allowance for the 

different or conflicting points of view of the Members of the League of 

Nations. 

C. Generalization of the System for 

the Protection of Minorities 

The states bound by obligations with respect to the treatment of 

minorities complained that they had been subjected to an exceptional r&gime. 

and demanded the generalization of that regtme. 

(a) Proposals for the introduction of a uniform system for the 
' 

protection of minorities. 

As early as 1922 Latvia submitted a proposal to study, "the main lines 

for the general protection of minor! ties in the States Members of the League 

of Nations. "(4) In 1925 Lithuania proposed that the Assembly "should set up 

(1) Report adopted by the Assembly on 21 September 1922 (op. Cit. page 241). 

The same report says in a similar connection: 

"The Secretary-General, which has the duty to collect information 
concerning the manner in which the Minorities Treaties· are carried 
out, should not only assist the Council in the study of complaints 
concerning infractions of these Treaties, but should also assist the 
Council in ascertaining in what manner the persons belonging to 
racial, linguistic or religious minorities fulfil their duties 
towards their States. The information thus collected might be placed 
at the disposal -of the States Members of the League of Nations it 
they eo desire." 

Report adopted by the Assembly on 21 September 1922 (Op. cit. page 240). 

The report inclt..d.es the following passage: 

"While in case of grave infractions of the Treaties it is 
necessary that the Council should retain its full power of direct 
action, the Committee recognizes that in ordir.ary circumstances the 
League can beet promote good relations between the various signatory 
governments and persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic 
minorities placed under their sovereignty by benevolent and informal 
communications with those governments. For this purpose, the Committee 
suggests that the Council might require to have a larger secretarial 
staff at 1 ts disposal." · 

(3) Op. cit. page 241. 

(4) See document C.8.M.5 1931. I-I.B. Minorities 1931, I.B. 1 page 240. 
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a Special Committee to prepare a draft general convention to include all the 

States Members of the League of Nations and setting forth thetr common rights 
and duties in regard to minorities.(l) In 1930 the idea of the generalization 

of the system for the protection of minorities frequently came up during the 
debates. {2) In 1932 the representative of Poland declared that the system 
for the protection of minorities could only give "complete satisfaction to 

the moral conscience of the world" if the essential condition was fulfilled 

that "all minorities should be protected".(3) 
In 1933, a Polish proposal was put before the Assembly, requesting the 

appointment of a committee of enquiry "to study the problem of the general 

application of the system of minorities protection, and submit to the next 

session of the Assembly a draft general convention on the Protection of 

Minorities involving the same obligations for all States Members of the 

League" • ( 4) 
In 1934, Poland put forward a new proposal, requesting that "an 

international conference be summoned, consisting of all the Members of the 

Leacue of Nations, in order to draw up a general convention on the 

international protection of minorities."(5) 
(b) All proposals for the general application of the system of 

minorities protection were, in fact, rejected. 
While these proposals were unsuccessful, they gave rise to discussion 

which made clear the respective positions of the parties. 
The states bound by oblie&tione with respect to the treatment of 

minorities protested against the inequality created by this system. They 
added that such inequality was unjustifiable because the countries bound by 
treaties were not inferior to other countries either in culture, development 

(l) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Ibidem - pase 244. 
Ibidem - page 246. 
League of Nations Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 104, 1932 -
page 142. 
League of Nations Official Journal -- Special Supplement, No. 120 
1933 -- page 70. 
League of Nations Official Journal -- Special Supplement, No. 130 
page 109. 
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The states not bound by obliaations opposed the general extension of 

the system of minorities protection, stating that the clauses relattns to 

minorities bad "their foundation and their raison d'etre in special 

circumstances obtaini.ns at the time ~hen the treaties were concluded", (2 ) 

and that any extension af the application of the system "to countries, the 

ter.l"itori.es of which are not inhabited by peoples of di:fferent race, 

~e or religion, or which in the course of their history have 

successf~ settled the mutual relations of such peoples, would in 

effect create an artificial problem in the countries .concerned". (3) 

( 1) The Report of the Sixth Committee to the Assembly of 1934 contains 

(2) 

the folloWing passage: 

The countries which are bound by treaties embodying minority 
obligation -- as. Count Raczynski, the Polish delegate, has in 
substance informed you -- are not alone ~ possessing racial, 
linguistic, or religious miliorities. If' the system of prot'ect1on 
for minorities as ·instituted by the treaties is a good one, it 
should be extended. To refuse to do this would be equivalent 
to making this system the expression, as it were, of the ' lesal 
inequality of States -- an inequality bearing no relationship to 
their state of development and their importance in 1£i:erna,tiona.l 
life. Such is the main argument of the advocates of the institution 
of a general; uniform charter, which would henceforward guarantee 
to all minorities the protection which at ·pre~6nt is enjoyed by, 
certain of them only~ 

(League of Nations Official Journal -- Special Supplement, No. ·130 
-- page 110) -

(See the report of the Sixth C~ittee, 1934 -- League of Nations 
Official Journal -- Special Supplement, No. 130 -- 1934 -- page 110) 

This repcrt says: "The present oystem of protection of minorities 
-- accord1IJS to the opponent~;~ of generalisation -- must be regarded 
as being bound up with the treaties, and does not in eey- ws:r 
embody principles of government baving the character of uni vereel. 
obligations. The clauses relating to minorities bave their 
foundation and •their raison d 1etre in special circumstances 
obtain:Lns at the time When the treaties were concluded". 

In 1923 the same idea had been expressed in the report of 
the Sixth Committee on a Lithuanian proposal: _ 

"Several delegatee pointed out that this way of looking at the question 
(namely that a system of obligations binding only upon certain States 
was contrary to the princ1::ple of the equality of States) was not 
correct, since the apecia~ position of States bound by certain Treaties 
or Declarations was the result of special circumstances prevailing in 
those States". 

(Document c.8.M.5 1931. -- M[narities 1931 I.B. 
page 244) 

League of Nations Official Journal -- Special Supplement, No. 130 - 1934 
-- page 110 

/(c) Recommendation 
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~d) Proposal :for the establislment o:f a general system for the 

protection o:f human rights. 

It is interesting to note that in connection with the protection of 

~nori ties; the delegate of Haiti to the Stith· ·Committee submitted a 

proposal +n 1933 for the. conclusion o:f a 'eneral convention ensuring the 

/ Protection and respect of human r1ghts.<1 No action was taken on this 

proposal. ( ~) 
In ·1934 the delegate of Haiti to the Sixth Committee ~in took ~he 

matter up. The report of the Sixth Committee contains the following 

passage on this subject: 

"The delegate of Haiti, believing that the problem should be 

considered assa whole from the standpoint of the jurisdictional 

guarantee o:f the rights possessed by men as such, whether they 

belonged to a minority or a majority, and that a solution should 

be sought on this basis, submitted the following motion: 

"The Fifteenth Assembly requests the Council to summon a 

conference to consider the reforms to be introduced into the system 

set up by the treaties with regard to the protection of minorit~es 

and to submit its findings to the Counci1."(3) 

( 1) · The proposal was drafted in the :fo1.ilowil:le terms : 
"The Fourteenth Assembly of the League of Nations, 
"Considering: 

"That the minorities treaties concluded in 19~9 and 1920 by the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers bind a certain number of States to respect 
the rights of men and of citizens; 

"That the international protection of the rights of men and of citizens 
solemnly affirmed in the minority treaties is in harmo~ with the 
juridical sentiments of the contemporary world; 

"That, therefore, the generalization of the protection o:f the rights o:f 
men and of citizens is hj.ghly desir~ble; 

"Considerd.ng that, at the present moment, these rights might be so 
:formulated as to ensure that every inhabitant of a State should have the 
right to the :full and entire protection of hie life and liberty, and 
thB.t all the citizens of a State should be equal be:f01"e the law and 
should enjoy the same civil and political rights, withcut distinction 
of race, language or religion; 

"Expresses the hope that a world convention~ be drawn up under the 
auspices o:f the League o:f Nations, ensuring the protection and respect 
of such rights." 

(Leag~e of Nations O:ff.icial Journal, Special Supplement No. 115 - 1933, 
page 51) 

(2) League o:f Nations Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 120 - 1933 
- page 71 - No. IV. 

(3} League of Nations Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 130 - 1934 -
page 111. 
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The delegate of Haiti said that he would not press for a vote on the 

draft resolution which he merely asked should be included in the report. ( 1) 

( 1) Ibidem - page lll. 
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CHAPI'ER V 

RESULTS OF THE MINORITY PROTECTION SYSTEM 

There is no question of assessing here the value of the principle of 

minority protection, but it may be aeke~ if the system, as it 'Was applied 

achieved the ends which ita authors be-d assigned to it. 

Opinions on this 1 aubject differ considerably. There is the point of 

view of the minorities, the point of view of States subjected to obligations 

as regards the treatment of minorities, and the point of view of countries 

to which the minorities were linked by bonds of race, language, culture and 

sentiment. Lastly, there is the viewpoint of the countries which were not 

particularly concerned themselves but which hoped that the ~ority protection 

system would encourage good relatione between nations and the maintenance of 

world peace. 

The protection of minorities had indeed an illimediate aim, and. a more 
-· 

distant and general. aim. The :llmoediate aim 'WRB to ensure respect tor the 
. . 

~ rights of minorities as defined by treaties and ·declarations; the more distant 

and general aim was that the minority elements, satisfied with their lot, 

should become loyal nationals of the State t .o which they had been attached, 

and that irredentist feeling should accordinslY die out .and good relatione 

and peace should reign between those States which had benefited from the 

territorial -changes carried out immediately after the first World War, and 
.. . (1) 

their neighbours who had suffered dismemberment. -

Question 1: Was the protection at minorities effective? 
j 

Did the minorities escape the persecutions or annoyances from which it 

had been ·hoped to safeguard them? Were the rights granted them by--the treaties 

and declarations respected? 

It appears that nowhere were the minorities sub~ected to a regime of 

persecution and op~ssion, and that. on the whole their rights were protected. 

That is not to a~ that there were no abuses and injustices here and there; 

but never has law been cam;pletely respected, and to- demand !)erfection in the 

( 1) The Report adopted by the League of Nations Assembly on 30 September 1930 
contains the following passage: 

"The discussion in the Si:ltth Committee touched also upon 
the objects for which the Minority Treaties were intended. It 
would be unwiee to dwell too much at present on this aspect of 
tbe question. These objects are many, but it will suf'f'ice to 
observe - and this is a point on which there• can be no serious 
divergence of opinion - that one ot the chief aims was 
undoubtedly to remove the obstacles raised dur1ne the course of 
history and as a result of the world war, which prevent majorities 
and minorities from working together. Such co-operation is one 
of the conditions of' prosperity tor individual countries, and of 
lastine peace for the world as a whole." (Document c.8.M.5.1931 -
I - I.B - Minorities 1931 I.B.l - page 246) 

/case in point 
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case in point would have been an impossibility in the circumstances, 

particularly in view of the fact that present-day minorities had often been 

yeate;rd.ay1 a oppressors of nations now liberated. 
It is true that it was believed in certain countries such as Germany 

that the protection of minorities was more or leas a Sham, and that States 

subjected to obligations regarding the treatment of minorities did not respect 

them. But in point of fact nationalist Germany' a method of judgment is well 

kno'Wll. She despised the Slav populations which she was accustomed to 

dcroinate, and thought it a scandal that German populations living outside the 

Reich should be subject to alien authority. Moreover, as Germany cherished 

the hope of reconquering her lost territories, she had no desire to see the 

minorities satisfied, and often sought to keep alive and fan their discontent. 

To what is the generally satisfactory treatment of minorities to be 

ascribed? Did the international procedure prove effective? 
There can be no doubt that the general political conditione prevailing 

after the First World War were primarily responsible for the relatively 

satisfactory treatment of minorities. 
Certain liberated countries, such as Czechoslovakia, where minority 

elements '\·Tere numerous, had a democratic and liberal regime which respected 

human rights. Moreover, the Great Powers who were Allies during the First 

World War and dominated the proceedings at Geneva were, despite their 

differences and their greater or less friendliness towards the newly c:r·eated 

or enlarged States, fundamentally in agreement that the rights of minorities 

Should be respected; and they used their influence, which was considerable, 

in that direction. 
The proceedings before the Council of the League of Nations and the 

Permanent Court of International Justice had a certain usefulness but did ot 

play the leading part. They served to redress wrongs; but the problem was 

to prevent wrongs, and here it was the general conditione mentioned above which 

were decisive. The Minority Committees and the Council rejected many ]etitions 

because they dealt with insignificant matters, or because verification of the 

facts would have been extremely difficult, or because it appeared that 

insistence on the matter would have done more harm than good. The 
proceedinos before the Council retained an essentially political character. 

The Council sought, not to obtain the strict observance of the obligations 

of States in every case submitted to it, but to remind States that their 

conduct was being obeerve.d, thus preventing serious or general abuses. 

Question 2: How did the minorities judge their situation and what 

was their attitude? 
Amongst the minorities there were irredentist elements which always 

hoped that they would be returned to their former countries. Ill-disposed 
/towards the 
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towards the State to which they were attached, these elements considered the 

protection of minorities as a "pis aller" end a means of combating the State 

irhoee loyal nationals it was desired that they should become. These elements 

''Were therefore disappointed by the conciliatory end prudent policy of the 

Council of the League of Nations which did not suit their designs. 

·~evertheless, the greater p~t of the minority elements displayed a 

relative calm and loyalty until the day when the Hitlerite and Fascist 

propaganda concentrated on them and held out hopes of a coming territorial 

redistribution. Thus, in Czechoslovakia German parties participated in the 

Government until April 1938. The prospect of a new German expansion was 

calculated to revive irredentist aspirations end to discourage mode;rate 

elements who were accommodating themselves to the new state of affaire, and 

who sometimes even preferred freedom in their new State to despotism in the 

country which claimed them. 

Question 3: What was the opinion of States subject to obligations 

concerning the treatment of minorities? 

While in g_eneral carrying out their duties more or lees correct]J, the 

States subject to the system for the protection of minorities regarded it as 

a very heavy burden. 

They made three complaints about it: first, that they were subject to 

an exceptional regime, second, that it placed obstacles in the way of their 

achieving national unity, end third, that it encouraged hostile propaganda. 

(a) The system for the protection of minorities was an exceptional 

system. In o~her States there were nat~onal, linguistic or religious 

minorities for whom no rights had been stipulated and with whom the 

international community, represented by the League of Nations, had 

nothing to do. Why this inequality of treatment? 

Tlle reasons are well kno'Wll. The States subject to obligations 
' . 

were medium-sized and small Powers which owed either their existence 

o~ considerable extensions of territory to the Peace Treaties and 

which contained numerous minority elements within their ·frontier. 

The Great Powers which had redrawn the ,map of Europe at the Paris 

Conference ha.d imposed obligations on the States in question with 

regard to their minorities. These States had had to accept them, 

the protection of minorities being the condition of the very 

considerable advantages which had been granted them. 

Nevertheless the States liable to these obligations regarded 

them as a violation of their sovereignty, a violation whi-ch they 

found more and. more difficult to bear. They laid claim to equality 

of treatment, that iq ~o say to the generalization of the system for 

the ~rotection of ~orities or, failing that, to its abolition. 
/(b) The system 
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(b) The system for the protection of minorities was an obstacle to 

the realization of national unity. 
The international protection of minorities such as it was conceived 

placed an obstacle in the way of the natural assimilation of the 

minorities and the achievement of national unity by the countries 

subject to these obligations, in that it assigned to the minorities 

special institutions, 1:1nd :particularly scholastic establishments. 

These States pointed out that the most homogeneous national States had 

been formed by the fusion of elements originallY differing more or less 

in race, language and culture; and that if the principle of the 

protection of minorities had then been ap~lied, the perfect unity which 

is admired today would not have been achieved. 
(c) The system for the protection of minorities encouraged hostile 

propaganda. 
The behaviour of governments was criticized in an international 

forum. Elements hostile to the State under criticism took advantage of 

this to attempt to discredit it by organizing against it systematic 

campaigns of disparagement. 
The representative of Poland stated in 1939 that "because of the fact 

that the system has too often been abused and applied in a manner foreign 

to the spirit of the- treaties, it has come to be freely used as a medium 

for defamatory propaganda against States which were bound by it, and 
also as a means of political pressure exerted by States which, without 

themselves being bound by it, took advantage of the privilege of taking 

part in the control procedure." ( 1) 
Question 4: Did the protection of minorities serve'the cause of 

;ace and good understanding between ;peo;ples'l 

To answer this question is a matter of some embarrassment. 
There is no doubt that the desired result, that is to say the maintenance 

of peace, was not obtained. The neighbouring States, to which the minorities 

were related by race, language and culture, did not accept separation from the 

minorities; they incited these not to accept loyally their new territorial 

statue. But the protection of minorities was clearly not the cause of the deet 

for revenge and the will to conquer displayed by Germany which placed herself 

at the head of the discontented countries. 
Was the protection of minorities a pacific factor which in more propitious 

circumstances might have contributed to the maintenance of peace'l In favour of 
an affirmative answer it may be said that, during the period before Hitler's 

accession to power, the way in which the protected minorities were treated had 

an appeasine; effect, as is proved by the :participation in the Governments of 

certain countries of more or less considerable minority elements. 

lrl) Official Journal of the League of Nations - Special Supplement ~ 
No. 125, page 43. /ANNEX 
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l. From 1921, when the tirat petitions were received, to June 1929. 
Durine this period no statistics were published. 

2. From June 1929 to 1939, when the last peti tiona came 1n. 

otticial statistics were published accordins to the Council's 

resolution ot l3 June 1929, paragraph 6, Which ~a dovn: 

"'The Secretary-General will publish arm~ in the otticial 

Journal ot ~ Leasue statistics ot: (l) the number ot petitions 

receiTed by the Secretariat dur1ns the year; (2) the numbor ot 
petitions declared to be non-receivable; (3) the number ot petitions 

declared to be receivable and referred to Committees ot Three; 

(4) the number ot COlllllitteea and the number ot meetiDga held by 

them to consider these petitions; (5) the number ot petitions Whose 

examination by a Committee ot Three has been finished in the course 



~~~~~~~~~ dl ~ k1DdB ... to .. :te&rl'\8 - ... al\ttMt. 
~~4-ilr:ftli~IIIIJ•tteotilaa of liSIIO:dtiN: ~ 1t ia .~ ~ 

~...,_11 · _..,. tilt ptt~SiCDS ncetna. 171 tile x.aa- Becre'liar!O 
PfiMIII_...._. 19211• a'bo1lti _._ ~(a) or tba• s-t•U~JIIIilllei 

a. flft7 baft bea\ aac:l.tlzed ~' .a tbe 

-~-~ to tbe prcrotMbD"e #I ...,.tion Ja1d a.. 



l 

) 
E/CN.4/Sub.2/6 
Page 55 

,' f 

/ SECOND PERIOD 

(From June 1929 to June 1939) 

STATISTICS COMPILED IN ACCORDANCE WIW: THE ~OIIJTION OF 13 JUNE 1929 
OF THE COUNCIL OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS • 

I 
Number Number Number Number at Committees and number 
of pe- of pe- of pe- of meetings held by them to consider 

'he 
titions titions titiona these petitions 

ear !received declared declared tiona 
Jlmder during to be to be re- (a) (b) (c) j(d) hose 
review the year on-re- ceivable Committees Meetings Committees Meeting exami-
runs ceivable andre- set up held by previously held by tion 
from ferred to during the the set up the y the 
l. Jun~ a minori- the year Commit ... which CoiDIIlit· commit-
to ties tees have tees 
30 May) Committee referred continued referre s been 

to under the exa- to unde conclud-
(a) mination (c) ed in 

of peti- the 
tiona re- course 
ceived of tho 
during 
previous 

~ · 
Years 

929-30 57 26 31 19 14 50 29 

930-31 2o4 131 73 45 21 38 32 

931-32 101 21 80 49 58 45 90 48 

932-33 57 20(x) 37 14 12 53 103 37 

933-34 68 18(x) )0 15 22 42 72 46 

934-35 46 9 35 9 8 35 48 37 

935-36 19 6 13 3 3 31 42 51 
l 
L936-37 15 7 8 2 4 12 20 11 

937-38 14 4 10 5 4 9 20 2 

938-39 4 3 1 1 2 10 14 5 

O'I!AL 585 245(2) 338 157 243 272 497 298 

K) Two petitions1 received in the years 1932·33 and 1933-34 respectively1 were 
first declared receivable by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
but afterwards adjudged non-receivable after the States concerned had 
submitted objections. (Council Resolution of 5 September 19251 Paragraph 1, 
Sub-paragraph 2). 

/OBSERVATIONS 

\ 
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OBSERVATIONS ON TEE STATISTICAL T.ABIE 

1. A certain number of petitions were corollaries to an earlier petition. 

They were classed as peti tiona Stlpplementary to the origin81 petition. If 

they were declared receivable, they were submitted to the committee which had 

the original petition under consideration. 
2. A certain number of petitions were declared non .. receivable because 

under the Council's resolution of 5 September 1925 (lO .. e) they duplicated 

other peti tiona. 
3. One or two petitions were withdrawn on the petitioners informing the 

Secretary...Qeneral that they had become superfluos. 
4. Some petitions which had been declared receivable 1n one year were 

referred for consideration to a Minorities Committee 1n a Stlbsequent year 

owing to del~ by Governments in submitting observations. 
5. When several petitions dealt with the same question, one committee only 

was set up to consider them. 
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