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‘Should the League of Natlons Cov

An Assembly Elected to Voice the Opinions of Peoples, Rather Than
for Geneva e Reorgamzatwn in Regional Groups Als
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T HE IDFA OF REVISING the Covenant
of the League of Nations is not
new. It existed, so to speak, be-
fore the League was born, and it has
never ceased to occupy the attention of
students and well-wishers of the
League. In the nature of the case it
must be 50. The organization did not
come full-fledged out of the head of
anyone. It was put together by men
who had a number of contradictory
designs. On the whole they made a re-
markably good job of the League, butl
it was to be expected that there would
be found anomalies and opposilions,
and that some provisions would cancek
out others.

At the beginning of 1919—eand Indeed
long before—I was in very close touch
with some of the authors of the Cove-
nant. Personally, I was/in disagreement
with an admirable statesman who was
my friend, for his influence was di-
rected toward making the League a
Super-State with forces of its own. Un-
fortunately, the League was to be com-
posed of sovereign states, and this fact,
to me, logically ruled out the notion of
a Super-State, and consequently the
notion of an international army.

Yet though his proposals were re-

jected, the coriception did not disap- ~

pear, and vestiges of his proposals
are to be found in articles which call
for “sanctions.” Recent events have
clearly shown that the threat of sanc-
tions can only have the effect of re-
vealing the material impotence of the
League. Its members cannot act against
themselves except on pain of disrupting
the League.

It may well prove to be that the men-
ace kept-great nations out of the League
at the beginning. Every natlon is re-
luctant to incur unknown responsibili-

tles in circumstances which cannot be

foreseen, and to pledge ltself to obey
blindly, an institution which, after all,
may be swayed by indefinable, and per-
haps, on occasion, undesirable infiu-
ences and interests. The powers which
entered the League in reality brushed
these clauses aslde. They did not take
them _seriously. When, in fact, thesed
clauses were brandished, they deter-
mined a secession which might easily
provoke others. In my view, this con-
ception of the League, though lneffec-
tive, has been mischievous.
£ b 4

On the other hand, to neutralize
drastic action, the unanimity rule was
invented. The League in major matters
could do nothing unless everybody was
in agreement. An overwhelming vote
could be blocked by a single veto. This
reduced the notion of the Super-State
to final nullity, Unhappily, it also re-
duced the League itself to Inaction.

Yet inaction is obviously no proper
condition for the League of Nations.
Political life calls for flexibility. There
must be an eternal adaptation. A static
League in a dynamic world may worsen
matters. It may come to resemble the
Holy Alliance. Its function might be re-
garded as that of stereotyping the
treaties; and everybody knows that in
a number of particulars the treaties
should _be modified. Perhaps the issue
of war and peace depends on the ability
of the nations to remove the disabilities
that some of them placed on others in
1819. Quite possibly the League would
incur an enormous responsibility were
it to clamp the lid down on things as
they are.

So, on one side, in one article, we have
the members pledged to maintain the
territorial dispositions of 1919-—a pledge
of doubtful wisdom. And, on the other

side, in another article, the Assembly is
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The Asasembly Hears
Austria’s  Chancellor
Dollfuss. in the Front
Row Germany's Delo-
gates Listen Attentive.
1y... + . At the Right Is
an Alrplane View of the
New ILeague of Nations
Bullding New Rapidly Near-
ing Completion in  Geneva.

empowered to advise the reconsidera-
tion of the treaties. It is surely the
latter article which should have real
utility. When it was framed it was
praised because for the first time (ac-
cording to 4he argument) a treaty had
been made which acknowledged its pos-

sible defects, and made provisions for -

its own peaceful revision. Were this an
exact statement, it would override the
earlier article. But is it an exact state-
ment? A careful examination of Article
19 throws considerable doubt on its
efficacy. Presumably, unanimity is again
needed, and even if it is attained mere
advice is expressed to unspecified- mem-

bers of the League. Sound critics have-

asked whether, in present circum-
stances, revision of treaties is possible
inside the League. When Turkey re-
volted against the Treaty of Sévres, the
powers concerned drew up an entltely
new treaty at Lausanne

Again, an article oi the Covenant
definitely forbids the formation of al-

true conception of the League requir

- Hances incompatible with the purpor
of the League. The object of the Leagu
in this connection, is to form a univers:
or a quasi-universal association of ne
tions for the settlement of internation:
affairs in accordance with equity. Thr
object canmot be carrled out if the:
are groups of nations Inside the Leagt
who have obligations to each other t
support common interests which me
hereafter be challenged by other ns
tions—by a sectlon, large or small, ¢

‘the League—and which should be e»

amined without prejudice and withot
preliminary engagements, Otherwise, -
is clear that the existence of the Leagt
does not render impossibie the creatic
of opposing groups of nations. The o}
balance of power is not done away wit
because it may be inclosed in a gener:
framework.

Naturally, {t is possible to begin enc
less discussions as to precisely whe
engagements are incompatible with tt
general engagement of the Covenan
The article which follows that to whic
we have referred makes a number ¢
exemptions. This would appear to !
blowing hot and cold. Without enteri:
into detall, which would provoke coi
troversy, it may surely be sald that t!

each nation to come into conferenc
with an open mind, and not in a seri
of groups which have signed contract
with each other. A distinction Is mac
between offensive and defensive all’
ances. It is a distinction which Is ver
fine. In reality, from the beginnir
there have been nations—among the
France and the Little Entente-—whic!
while strongly supporting the Leagu
have likewise trusted to their alllanc
to make their views, which are basc
on the status quo, prevail.

Nor would it be difficult to discov
other difficulties in the application «
the Covenant, to discover other contr:
dictions, which must not be taken as
criticism of the League as such, b:
only of the too carefully balanced cha
acter of the Covenant, and of the r:
sulting inability to tackle fundament

Ewing Galloway

The New Leagus of Nations Bullding as it Appeared in the Original Sketch. Comp:rc it With the Building as Shown in the Alrpl:ne View. From Left to Right, the Unita of the Bulldlnu Are to
Contain the Secretariat, the Councll Ci ', the A
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nant Be Revised?

wernments, Is Advocated
roposed

problems. It may well be sald that the
trouble lles not ln phraseology—which
is simply a reflection of the cross-pur-
poses of the members of the League—
but in the lack of a clear conception,
single and emrnest, of those members;
and that therefore verbal changes, on
which agreement would he hard to
reach, will not alter the diverslty of the
interests and purposes of the members.

1 b 4

EVERTHELESS IT 18 certalnly right
Nto contemplate changes in the
Covenant. The Covenant was a
compromise. It does not impose it-
self a3 “sacrosanct.” Nothing could be
more absurd than to pretend that
loyalty to the League implies loyalty to
every letter and comma of the par-
ticular Covenant that was framed in
1919, it experience shows the desir-
ability of a fresh drafting. Never should
we forget that the ultimate alm is the
establishment of peace—and by peace
* wmeant not a mere absence of war,
the removal of the sense of griev-
wuce, and the reign of justice among
the nations. Lip-service to the Cove-
nant, which is only a form of words
which may or may not be found to cor-
respond to human needs, because the

League ag it is now fashioned., There are,

we may say, seven great powers—Great

Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Russia,

Japan, and the United States. Of these

seven great powers the United States de-

clined to enter the League; Germany was
admitted, only to withdraw; Russia has
been left outside; Japan has broken
away; Italy is urging a recasting of the

Covenant; France holds to the League on

plainly stated conditions and Great Brit-

ain, which is pro-League, cannot envisage
obligations which others discern in the

Covenant.

At the best, we may say that two great
powers truly stand for the present
League, and they make reservations, The
threat of a break-up of the League if any
attempt is made to reshape the Covenant
is therefore singularly inept. The threat
is operating now, before a proposal for
the reshaping of the Covenant was seri-
ousiy brought forward. The proposal for
reshapmg is a policy produced by an ex-
iating criais.

As long ago as 1921, a distinguished
lawyer, Mr. F. N. Keen, in an excellent
paper, put forward the following resolu-
tion: “That it is expedient that the
League of Nations should appeint a
standing commission to consider gues-
tions relating to the régime of the Cov-
enant and to advise the League
thereon.”

Article 10, which guarantees ter-
ritorial integrity, was useful—or should
have been useful—in strengthening the
sense of, security; but it “seems to in-
volve the risk that the members of the
League~ may be subjected to an un-
reasonable llability wunless adequate
facilitles exist for enabling the League
to require that changes of territorial
boundarieg and of political status shall

be made from time to time if and when

reason and justice so dictate.” It is
questioned whether Article 19, -which

adumbrates such changes, sufficiently

provides such facilities.

Further, even al that early date, it
was observed that the unanimity rule
would have deleterlous effects. Majority
rule is the law and condition of all liv-
ing organizations. No company could
ever do anything if a single share-
holder could block all action. No gov-
ernment could carry out its functions if
the most unimportant member was
equal to the rest. In every Parliament
a few dissentient voices are likely to be
heard on every possible subject.

The conception of giving equal votes
to-all nations, whatever their status,
thelr size, their responsibilities, may be

Keystone

M. Aveno!, Secretary-General of the League, Is In Conversation With M. Georges Bonnet
(Right), French Finance Minister. M, Avenol Recently Succeeded Sir Eric Drummond,
Who Reslghed After Having Served From the Inception of the League.

Covenant happens to suit particular
national interests, is not to be regarded
as praiseworthy. Such fidelity may be
contrary to the larger fidelity to the
essential aims of the League.

Agaln, it is argued that to touch the
Covenant would be to break up the
League. Why? If we may accept as a

. hypothesls that the League has not
been completely successful, then it is
undoubtedly our duty to seek ocut the
causes and to correct any mistakes
which we may now discover.

For that matter, there is unquestion-
ably a danger of the break-up of the

allowed. Let them have their vote and,
if you please, let it be equal. But it is
quite another thing to make their vote
superior to that of all others in iis
negative import. That is not equality of
voting, That is a monstrous inequality.
1t is a false notion of the democratic
rights of small nations to make a minor-
ity of Interests superior to a majority
of interests. And when the cause is one
of the peaceful organization of the
world, it is surely apparent that the
rights of minorities should be limited.

Signor Mussoclini, on the other hand,
would set up & hisrarchy of nationa. Just
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as the Council, as the executive body, is
in fact more powerful than the Assembly,
80 should there be a sort of super-Council
reduced to the great powers. They have
larger interests, larger responsibilities,
and larger powers. They should become
a kind of Directoire which can take rapid
and clear decisions—and which can act.

Something on these lines appears to
be necessary, but we cannot overlook
the -immense diffficulties that imme-
diately arise. Assuming that unanimity
is abolished in the Councll, it could
scarcely be abolished in the super-
Council. And the problem of bringing
the great powers into accord remains.

Yet perhaps it is simplified. The
French objection to a concert of great

_ powers is both disconcerting and en-

couragingd It is disconcerting because
France has not only engagements
toward other nations, but relies on the
support of other nations. It is not pre-
pared to abandon the system of al-
llances based on the status quo. But it
is likewise encouraging, inasmuch as if
France were once weaned from the
Buropean bloc, then it would find it-
self, on some  questions, in virtual
isolation among the great powers,
without the support of the little nations,
and in the long run it would be bound
to consent to concessions which all the
other great powers believe to be neces-
sary in the cause of a peaceful settle-
ment.

The pomtp is that France has to make
the choice between pivoting its policy
on Warsaw and Prague, or pivoting its
policy on Geneva. There should be no
geographical confusion here. Warsaw
and Prague are also at Geneva; but
Geneva, In these new conditions, would
not have its center In Warsaw and
Prague.

The danger is, of course, lest Poland
and the Litile Entente should form
a sort of diplomatic unity opposed
to, the great powers. Their force
must not be underestimated. Persuasion
rather than coercion should be applied,
and France might well find it advisable
to throw in its lot with the great pow-
ers rather than buttress up and encour-
age a revolt of the smaller nations.

VRV

N ANY case we should not go too far
and too fast. At present, though
objection may be taken to the

Italian proposal, it should be regarded
simply as the opening of a vitally neces-"

PRESUS Y LIS ETATH WIS
FORDATEVR DE LA SOCIETL DES NATIONS

PA VILE OF GENGV

A LA MlM&)lRt 0O
CWOODROW WITSON

Reystone
A Glimpse of the Present Home of the
League of Nations is Shown Hoere, With
the Tablet Erected by the City of Geneva
Honoring Waodrow Wilson as the Foundnr
of ths Leaguo.
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European Editorial Corre-
spondent of The Christian
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sary debate in which the
problem of constructing
a real executive organ s,
for the first thme, clearly
posed.

For my part—and I
must here take the pre-
caution of asserting that
I am expressing a purely
personal view which I elaborated at
length 13 years ago both in The Chris-
tian Science Monitor and in the Atlantic
Monthly—I think that though a more
authoritative concert of the great
powers Is desirable for executive pur-

poses, there must be a corollary in the .

institution of a more democratic As-
sembly.

Democracy and authority are the two
poles of all government. The trouble
with the Assembly 1s that it has never
been sufficiently democratic. How are
its representatives appointed? They
are appointed by the povernments.
They utter the national viewpolnt.
Much as Prime Ministers and Foreign

‘Ministers should be welcome in the

executive organ, I have always felt that
it was a mistake to bring them or their
representatives into the Assembly, on

the pretext that if they could there

agree Something would be done. In
point of fact there is no' guarantee
that anything wiil be done, and there-
fore they do not enhance the prestige
of the League. The function of a Foreign
Minister is primarily to puf{ his coun-
try first. The Assembly, too, becomes a
League of Foreign Offices. Surely thls is
a mistake.
In otber words, the Aasembly should be
_ a conscience for the world. It should not
have any official ties. It should be inter-
nationally minded. At any rate, it should
represent the peoples. It should be elected
by direct popular vote—perhaps propor-
tionately to the size of the population.
How should such a direct popular vote be
taken? There are many ways. There might
be a plebiscite in each nation. There might
be a special organization to which all citi-
zens could adhere, and which would actu-~
ally nominate the representatives,

However it is worked out, such an As-
sembly could be constructed on far less
official lines, and could deliberate far more

" freely than at present. It would have a
platform. It would possess an influence.’
Its popular character would, in the long
Tun, weigh iderably on the deci
of the executive bodies.

VIV )

Finally, in this all-too-brief glance at
the possibility of reorganizing the
League of Nations in such a manner as
to make it at once more authoritative
and more democratic, we should not
overlook the proposal which I, myself,
made many years ago, and which I find
was elaborated by Mr. Bolton C. Waller,
who won the prize in the competition
set on foot by Mr. E. A. Filene of Boston,
for plans for the restoration of peace
and prosperity in Burope.

This tentative proposal is for the re-
organization of the League in regional
groups. At present it deals chiefly with
Furopean political affairs. One-half of
its members are European. One-third
belong to South and Central America.
About a fifth are divided over the rest

. of the world, and of this fifth nearly

half are members of the British Com-
monwealth. Now this distribution in-
volves a good deal of make-believe. Some
non-European countries have remained
aloof' from the League for fear of he-
ing implicated in European discussions.
Others have Interfered in matters in
which they are not really concerned.
Moreover, European countries are placed
in difficulties when South American
problems arise.

It may well be that the League, in
adopting a system of regional groups for
regional affairs, while ready to employ
its whole organization for world affairs,
could thereby attain greater and truer

~ universality.

At any rate these questions are now
open to debate.

/Puge Nine






