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- That was the attack from without. He would | sented _bY Mr, Hume Wrong (Canada),
not be too much disturbed by it, but some ; who said that his Government were in
speakers representing certain countries in whom 'I'tavour of every practical effort to obtain
the League spirit had never failed  had ex-
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pressed the anxiety of their Governments ?nd CoV’epant fmd necessary for the effective EY
peoples with regard to Article 16 and had raised [working of.the League, vaect 3
the question whether it was wise to maintain it . I . They realized, however, - that universality E]
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should be entertained from within as regards . ‘ | sicle l%:nilgl l:;sviﬁpveltlant, Some countries out. (g
these principles which really constituted the |: I less of whether ijt"v%efee;lrtg;[%; gg'g’s‘t:l‘; rieg::r d-In
i 2 . : . | ment L astru- |-
ba"?}sxc()fcg;xeccliﬁ?ggeof collective security was ! Tn:lhg ngaz‘};‘;f (‘})(rwzgn l?lgm:cyh of conciliation, |'S
seriously wounded if not_absolutely killed | that-the only possible ce“ therefore believed | *
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ference. He did not agree at all with those | : { leave to a more oppoﬁfug: 3{.38 possible and
who .suggested that in order to secure the |: N adjustments 1o secure the o ime the formal
adhesion or the return of certain S_tzlxtes, ltl)c}y‘ States. - Wi+ tOOperation of all
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There was no State whose return was worth |.. tive of a European State s ol as representa- (B¢
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volved in the application of sanctions and in to defend with unshaken f 8ue, yet he came
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He . _uld remind them of the unanimity rule : ¢ Covenant,
which was introduced in order to safeguard ‘ T ———

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
threat of danger led those threatened to forget : : .
tha” ! conception of collective security was
relai . 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 re-
sponsibilities of non-members, since such obli-
gations were not compensated by the advan-
tages which the League gave its- members.
Certain provisions of the Covenant could
not 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 must have the right to determine
whether it should take part in any action; but
thgre 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 intermediate League would ot only under-
mine the: principle of’ collective security for
the enforcement of peace but bring about its

eyentual destruction, i L e






