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thinking meinlv of the American States mehoding Brozal whicl no fonger Tolons to the Deague, A
any rate, he miaede his position sqnite clear in hix brief aoalysis of the fauctions of the Leagine - whethes
they h"mm]d bie coereive, non-conrcive, or lmitatively coereive,  He thoughic that the third hypothesis
was more in hne with the desires, anxictios, and ho}ws of the majority of States, especially since i
was in egreement with fis conception of regional ententes.

Farly in the session of the Assembly the delecation of Chile had made two proposals ©

(1) That the Committee appeinted to study the question of the principles of the Covenant
should b required to submit its reports to Mtates members of the League instead of to
the Assembly @ and

(2) That that Committer shondd be copowered 1o consult non-member States with o view
to ascertaining the observiticns and suggestions they might desive to made on the
problems connected with the un')liwl,mn of the principles of the Covenant (see

Documents AL 57, 1937, VI AL l? 1957, X1 AL 49, 1937).

The proposals were sent to the Special Conmittee, which was then in session, and examnined, with
the resuit that the Assemibly had be f“l(‘ it at it mectine on the 4th October a ferter from the € Tairman

°foet
o1 ti

Sovetad Commnitoe st

ng hat, on thie fiut poiot. the Bpecial Committee would not fuil to examine
the propesal with ol the cuare whic h lt deserved, and, as to consuitation with Btates non-members,
setting ot o draft resolution, which the Assembly was invited to passc This resolution reads -
The Assembly -
S oconsiderntion of the Chilean delegation’s proposat
CApprecitating the faot that it has been inspived by the desive fo atyeng
lw League of Nations :
i consideration of the opinien expressed by the Spectad Committoe appointed to stidy
the application of the princ mlm of the Covenant ;
* Whereas it would be enunvnlh desirable for the League of Mitious to associate the
vrmto st possible number of States with the application of the prineipies on which it is based :
“ Whereas, being anxious to neglect nothing which would promote such a develonment of
international co-operation, the qp((m Commitfee would be glad to know the ohservations
and suggestions which the non-member States and the States that have aimounced their
\vifh(hfxwal from the League might think fit to make in order to assist it in its stadies ;
* Requests the Council to examive the conditions in which such inforimation should he
obtained as and when opportunity offers, in order to be placed at the said Comittee’s dis-
posal.”

hen the suthority

Tmmediately the iten had been announced by the President of the Uouneil, M. Edwards mounted
the platform. During the Seventeenth Assembly M. Edwards had been very instn? on the
desirability of the um\(mahr of the League, and had spoken on several oeeasions both in the Assembly
and in the Special Committee, whilst M. th\moﬁ on the other hand, viewed the guestion with great

4111,1011, voteing an opinion, held in many quarters, that a League ag ab present constituted, hd without

universality, wag better than a lmwue universsl in munbomhlp but emasculated in constitution. It
would seem that on this question M. Edwards set out to show that M. Fatvinoff had himsell once heen
an advoeate of a universal League, for he quoted the Boviet statesman ax having sald, when the Union
of Soviet Socialist Repnblics was received into the League in 1934 ¢ Can there be a nobler aim than
the organization of peace, or one that calls for the co-operation of all nations in a more practical or
more urgent manner 27 M. Litvinoff, however, would not let that pass.  He followed M. Hdwards,
and stated categorically that his country would he the first to Invite any nation now outside the League
to become a memh(" if it were known that that nation was re: wdy to join without conditions.  He,
however, was not prepared to invite nations to enter on their terms, and he adided that the worls of the
Special Committee had been much hampered during its last session by the time spent i a discussion
on universality, which, I might mention, remained a discussion and led nowhere. M. Litvinoff
indicated that he would not ‘smnd in the way of the Council’s considering the conditions under which
information might be obtained from non-member States for the use of the Mpeeial Committee, but he
would certainly abstain from voting. The resolution was adopted, with the abstention of the Union
ot Soviet Socialist Republics.

A proposal which is comnected with the much-debated question of wniversality, but conceived
on a different plane, is that of the Argentine delegation regarding the co-operation, in given cil'cum—
stances, of non-member States with member States.  The pr oposal was embodicd i the form of a drall
declaration in a letter sent by the first delegate of the Argentine Republic to the Chairman of the
Special Conunittee for the Application of tlw Prineiples of the Covenant (see Docwment. AL 53, 1937).
The proposal was duly considered by the Special Committee, which drafted a resolution for subisission
to the Assembly.  The resolution, which 1s as under, speaks for itself. Tt was passed by the Assembly
at its meeting on the 4th October. It was supported by one of the delegates of Chile in « short speech,
and, after it had been passed, M. Cantilo, the first Argentine deleg: 1,1/(3, gpoke a few words of thanks.

Resolution :-—

“ Whereas the covenants of v universal tendency aiming at the pacific settlement of
mternational disputes, by which ‘m(‘ States members and non-members of the Le agae of Nations
age mutually I)mmd such as the Treaty for the Renunciation of War signed at Parvis on 27th
August, 1928, and t,.n- Treaty of P\Jon-;\ugmssum and Conciliation signed at Rio de Janeiro
on 10th Oetober, 1933, on the initiative of the Argentine R(LUMI(, are destened. hile the
League Covenant, and in accordance with Article 21 thereof, to ensure the muwintenance of
peace ;
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