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What did we do in New York? You may teill
me that the United, Nations is no good, that it
has failed here and failed there. I will admit
everything you say, but please tell me what
you would put in its place? I saw the repre-
sentatives of fifty-one nations sitting around
a table. We sat in a horse-shoe: Canada was
here, Byelorussia was there, China was there;
and we sat there every day for weeks and
weeks and discussed the agenda. You may
say that we neyer got any thanks. Oh yes.
we did. Let me tell you what h-appened at
one committee. On the legal committee I sat
next to the Byelorussian delegate. We started
at three o'clocek in the afternoon to define the
word "meeting". This is a meeting; but
under the charter tha.t is flot the way the
word is used. According to the 'charter a
"(meeting" bas to fulfl some purpose; it may
sit twenty times, but it is stili the same meet-
ing. For the election of a member to a
comrnittee it is necessary to have the votes of
flot less than two-tbirde of ail the members.
As there are fifty-one nations, thirty-four
votes are required before you are elected; if
only twenty-five cast their votes you cannot
be elected. In order to establish a definition
which would avoid misunderstandings we dis-
cussed the matter. Fifty-one nations--one
representative from each-took part, and the
discussion lasted from three o'clock until
twenty minutes after six, when wc agreed
unanimously on a definition, and acjourned.
We met the next afternoon at three o'clock to
approve the minutes. The secretary, or rap-
porteur, as they cail him-I caîl him
"secretary"ý-reacl the report, and it was
cxactly as we hiad agreed on. But would Russia
accept it? Oh no. The Russian delegate got
up and, for two hours pounded the table to
hammer home bis views. It was not two hours
of one continuous speech, but only one-third
of that time. The other .two-thjrds were taken
up by the Englisb and French translations.
Perbaps I sbould not say it, but to me the
speech did not mean much more than a device
for delaying time. Then the representative
of tbe "United Kingdom", as Great Britain is
cal-led. proposed an amendmen-t changing four
words. The amendmen-t did flot change the
meaning but merely improved the grammatical
construction. The amendiment was seconded
by the United States delegate, and after a
little more discussion, came on for a vote. I
turned to my advisers, three or four fellows
telling me what to, do. They said to vote for
the original motion, against the United King-
dom and the Uni.ted States. 1 saîd that I
agreed witb that. I knew that the United
Kingdom motion would carry and so d-id
everyhody else. It got about thîrty-one votes.
Then tbey asked for those wbo were flot in

favour, up went my band. The delegates from
Byelorusia always sit next to Canada, and one
of them turned, to me. He could flot converse
in English, but be said, "My God, you vote
against the United Kingdoml"

That describes the situation. However,
nothing that you could write between now and
doomsdýay could convince that man as to wbat
I did that day. I did not do it because I was
trying to convince him. That was not the
idea. I turned to bis interpreter, a young
lady, snd I said: "You tell your de.legate that
not only on this committee but on other com-
mittees, Canada votes against the United King-
dom or the United States or anybody else
when she thinks they are wrong, and that what
they propose is not in the înterest of this
organization". 1 give that as an illustration of
one of the benefits of meeting these men,
because they think of Canada as part of tbe
Britisb Commonwealth in the same way as
they do of Byclorussia or of the Ukraine,
countries wbich are part of Russia aud whicb
have their independence in everything except
in matters of war and armies and foreign
policy. Those men learned it the bard way
in New York. I saw it myseif every day-
how Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South
Afirica, India and Great Britain would vote
and do what tbey thought was best in the
interests of world peace. Naturally, we tried
to see eye-to-eye with the United States.
Naturally, we trîed to see eye-to-eye with
Great Britain and with Australia; aud w e
endeavoured to see eye-to-eye with ail demo-
cratic countries, hecause we knew that the
democratie countries had sometbing that the
dictator countries neyer bad. However, even
then sometimes we could not agree.

flonourable senators, let me go a littie
furtber. The next thing that strikes one at
that meeting is the number of coloured people
there are in the world. I did not know there
were so many coloured races until I went to
that meeting. I was very much surprised to
learu that the largest part of the world's
population is coloured. Wben the colour ques-
tion comes up, believe me, it comes up; and
whoever is against it just goes downt

That brings me to the veto. Anybody can
argue in favour of the veto in principle, but
any practical person of understanding who bas
attended auy of those meetings will admit
that without the veto there would be no
United Nations. Ail would end ini chaos.

I wish to psy a compliment to my bonour-
able frieud, the leader of the government,
hecause he deserves it. There were six com-
mittees, and he was chairman of the Trustee
Committee. He made an address before that
committee which was a credit to Canada.

Some Hlon. SENATORS: Heur, bear.


