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the general assembly ini New YOrk, by the
representative of New Zealand, Mr. Carl
Berendsen. This is what lie then Mad.

What have we gzot there? What hkve we got
there as a resuit of the charter? We have an
organization under which each of the five great
powers reserves to itself the riglit in every
case, for any reason, however capriclous, to de-
cide whether it will or wiil not taire in any
proposed resistance to aggression. M4ore than
that, much more, we have an organization under
which each of the five great powers reserves to
itself the right to say flot only whether it wiiI
take part, but whether the organization as a
whole oan be aliowed to function at ail.

A few minutes ago, Mr. Speaker, I was
saying that ail nations were forced to accept
the granting of the veto right to the great
powers in order to allow the formation of
the united nations organization. Well, today
one is allowed to ask himself, with the New
Zealand representative, if the granting of the
said right does not have the effeet of prevent-
ing the organization itself from, Iunctioning
and operating. In any event, one thing is
sure. This veto privilege, when thoughtlessly
used-as was the case for some great powers-
lias the result of preventing the organization
from, functioning properly and toward the
common interest as deflned in the charter.
This veto right sanctions the principle of the
unanimity of the great powers on ail the
important decisions the security council has
to, rach for the maintenance of worid security.
One of the reasons which brouglit about the
failure of the league of nat.ioiàs-and I should
say, in my opinion, the -most important of
sucb reasons-is found in the fact that the
league attempted to apply the principie of
unanimity of ail nations, great or smail, in
the solution of world probiems. In other
words, to be binding, a decision had to be
approved by ail anembers of the league. As
soon as some nations began to bear the
faults or consequences of that policy, they
abandoned the league of nations one after the
other. As -a result, the organîzation itself
remained under the sole control of one or two
greater nations at the expense of the others
and also at the expense of peace itself.

The principle of unanimity of ail nations,
as applied by the league -of nations, was mere
utopia; whule the principle of unanimity of
the five great powers, as put into practice by
the united nations organization, is a definite
injustice. What would have been the ideal
solution is, in my opinion, the application
of a principle of maj ority, or at least of
absolute mai ority. In such case, any decision,
to become effective, would require the
approv-al of the absolute majority of the
members. It .may be admitted that the great

powers did flot make too frequent a use of
this veto riglit allowed by the charter. Neyer-
theless, it may also be said that such privilege
was mostly and abusively used by Russia as
a constant threat, and in many circumstances
that nation obtaincd advantages which have
endangered and are stîli endangering world
security. It lias also been the case where other
nations have been deprived of the recognition
of certain essential riglits hecause Russia lias
refused to comeply with certain demanda and
lias opposed, or threatened to oppose them
with its veto priviiege. As a resuit of ail the
compromises which the other nations were
compelied to accept one after the other to the
benefit of Russia, we are now faced by a fact
of great seriousness.

The first intention of ail nations to avoid
after the last war was the creation or forma-
tion of splicres of influence in tlie world; and
yet, because of this very defeet to which I
have just referred, our world of today flnds
itseif once more in the presence of two dis-
tinctly different groups, both formed with
different nations. And every day since, one
may see that cleavage is stili getting deeper
and deeper, and that communist domination is
ever growing and endangering world security.
On eacli side of the barricade two different
ideologies are dominating and inspiring the
policy of the nations of the two groups, and
it is an everyday admission that a secret figlit
is aiready going on between them. That
imaginary line, which separates the two camps,
and which was termed by Winston Churchil
not so long ago as being the iron curtain, does
not appear to be oniy a division between fron-
tiers, but a real fighting uine. Russia itseif
has accepted the appellation given by the
former Britishi Prime Minister and the Moscow
radio offers to its listeners today a programme
calied "Around the Iron Curtain". It does
not seema to me too late to intervene; but
one of the sure ways to succeed wouid be the
disappearance of the veto rîght which the great
powers have obtained in the security coun-
cil. As far as Ruasia is concerned, it lias
categorically refused to abandon that riglit,
upon which it establishcd ail its influence and
to which it is constantiy having recourse to
prevent the repression of the many injustices
it lias been guilty of in the past. In the name
of the IUnited States, Mr. Byrnes, former
secrctary of state, was more conciliating wlien
lie deciared in a recent speech:

We must cooperate to huild a world order;
not to sanctify the status quo, but to preserve
peace and freedom based upon justice, and we
must be willing to cooperate with one another
-veto or no veto--to defend with force, if neces-
sary, the principles and purposes of the charter
of the united nations.


