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DIVERGENT, VIEWS ON 
UNIVERSALITY 

FROM OUR LEAGUE CORRESPONDENT 

GENEVA, FEn. 1 
In the discussion on League reform in 

the Committee for the Application of the 
Principles of the Covenant to-day, M. Paul 
Bar Ir said that those countries which 
had ,<!it the League and still wished to 
destroy it had seized upon the vulnerable 
point in the League. They had recognized 
tha t Article 16 was the keys tone of the 
Covenant and that if this were removed 
the ale edifice must .inevitably collapse. 

That was the attack from without. He would 
not be too much disturbed by it, bilt some 
speakers representing certain countries in ·whom 
the League spirit had never failed had ex
pressed the anxiety of their Governments and 
peoples with regard to Article 16 and had raised 
the question whether it was wise to maintain i( 
ilJ, its present form. He dreaded that doubt 
should be entertained from within as regards 
these principles which· really constituted the 
basis of the League. 

The conception of collective security was 
seriously wounded if not absolutely killed 
through the failure of the Disarmament Con
ference. He did not agree at all with those 
who .suggested that in order to secure the 1 

adhesion or the return of certain States, they 
must abandon or weaken the principles which 
constituted the. raison d'etre of the League. 
There was no State whose return was worth 
the weakening of the Covenant. 

Some States feared that they might be in
volvprl in the application· of sanctions and in 
a C' et over interests not vitally their own, 
He , -<lId remind them of the unanimity rule 
which was introduced in order to safeguard 
the sovereignty of the members .. , Repeated 
violation of a rule did not modify. the rule. 
It was not the Great Powers who stood most 
in need of the benefits of this article. The 
thre?' of danger led those threatened to forget 
tha' :. conception of collective secui-ity was 
relak~ less to what might happen if war broke 
out than to the necessity for avoiding war. 

POLISH POLICY 
The early stages of the discussion were 

marked by declarations of views of the 
frankest kind. 

M. Komarnicki (Poland) said that it would 
not be fair to lay upon member States obliga
tions out of proportion to the international rc
spo.nsibilities of non-members, since such obli
gatIons were not compensated by the advan
tages which the League gave 1Is· members. 
Certain provisions of the Covenant could 
riot be automatically set in motion. The 
question of their effective and useful applica
tion must be left to the judgment of members 
in each particular case. Poland thought that 
each State m·ust have the right to determine 
whether it should take part in any action; but 
th~re could be no question of widening the 
League's competence in· the matter of the 
peaceful settlement of disputes.· 
. Dr. Wellington Koo (China) thought a non

coercive League could neither promote peace 
nor exercise a restraining influence on aggres
sion. To. transform the present League into 
an intermedi<\te League would not only under
mine the, principle of collective security for 
the enforcement of peace. but bring about its 
cYJ:.ntual. ,destruction., .:,; .. ,.;, .. . 
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M. LITVINOFF'S VIEW 
M.. Litvinoff, speaking for, Sqviet 

~ussla, brought a more combative' 'spirit 
IIlto the debate by making a destructive 
analysis of the. arguments of those' Who 
WOUld, abolish" sanctions."· .. 

·f The opponents of Article 1ft' he ··said 
['ould ev!dently like ~o see the L<;;gue tr .. ans~ 
orme~ mto. a . umversal non-mtervention 

. committee, wl~h full freedom of action for 
an~ aggressor m any CIrcumstances, a League 
'Yhlch was somethiIW between a diplomatic . 
jcademy and a chantable society. He asked 
t lose Who had .expressed the wish to regain 
absolute neutralIty whether tlley expected the) 
Lea~~le, to safegu.ard. their neutrality. or to r 
remam 1!eutral, Jf It were violated; dnd 
'Yhether. m fr<:emg themselves from the obliga- ~ 
tlOns ;:>~ ;'\rUcle .I 6, ~hey still intended to ! 
t!lke pal t m the dlSCusslOns upon its applica tron. -

~he .deli~ate. situation of Belgium was 
tacJtly unpIJed III the statement of M. van 1,1 

, Langenhove. .. 

! ,The view of the Belgian Government h 
said,. ~as. that in consequence of changes 'an~ 
1110dlhcatlOn~, coercive action now depended 0 
on the, way In whIch members of the League r 
al?pr~cJatcd th,? politic~l situation and the . 
glavlt)" of the mterests mvolved for each of n 
them. :rherefore, ~he L~ague must not under- '] 
value rhe declaratlOns of members 'vho had }l 
slale~ that. provisionally the prin~iple ~f 
coercive actIOn had nothing more l~' If 
optlOnal character. . an an :]C 

.l 
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CANADIAN ATTITUDE 
A Dominion point of view was pre

sented ?yMr. Hume Wrong (C d) 
who saId that his G?vernment :~~ ~d 
favour of every practIcal effort to bt' >] 
the substa~tial universality assumed ~n ~~ p 
C01'e~ant and necessary for the effective d,. 
workmg of the League. ..:!If 

co~~eYn;~a~~ed, howdev~r, th~t universality ~I 
h ' secure Jmmedrately by an II 

c. ange, In the .C?venant, some countries out- 11 
SIde bemg unwlllmg to enter or re-enter d 
less of whether it were organized as an ~~~~~u= n 
!}lent of f~rce or an agency of conciliation 's 
tl l~ ~anadlan Goyernment therefore believed 
la le on Y pOSSIble Course was to kee the 

(eague operatmg as effectively as possibl~ and }{ 
efl:ve to a more oPPortune time the formal 

SadJustments to secure the cooperation of all tates. . 

cr~clfig~n~e~lhYo (Spain) touched upon the Id 
, IS Own presence as represent ~; 

tlve of a European State which had th a- )J 

[e'd0ns ~ordcofmplaining of the tre:t~~~~ei~ 
la recclve. rom thc League yet h 'u 

~ ~~gei~~~l~~Hi~n~fa~~~ ~~~~~;n~he pr~ci~k~ll 
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