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movement to a more liberal Russia. It was not foreseen. It was
not provided for.

What one has had, and this explains the muddiness of the
decisions from the United Nations as carried out by the main
powers that must assume the responsibility for them, is a
division of attitude among western foreign ministries. In fact,
looking back one is reminded of divisions between western
foreign ministries at the time of the Russo-Turkish war in
1877-78, at the time of the two Balkan wars, at the time indeed
of World War I. You see the divisions between the Quai d’Orsay
and the Wilhelmstrasse of those periods replicated in a milder
form perhaps but still in the consequence it is the same in
divisions as to the policy to be applied in Bosnia—-Hercegovina.
We are in the middle of that and that is a problem.

There have been criticisms made of one of the European
foreign ministries that it precipitated the problem by premature
recognition of post-succession Yugoslav states Slovenia and
Croatia. I do not accept that criticism in relation to Slovenia and
Croatia. They did have a separate historical existence as units of
the Austro-Hungarian empire. Their frontiers are reasonably
clearly defined under the doctrine of uti possidetis which is
recognized in international law.

One has many more concerns about Bosnia-Hercegovina
which did not really exist until 1878 and which always has had a
high element of artificiality about it. I think it was an error to
recognize Bosnia-Hercegovina and to admit it to the United
Nations above all without taking the trouble to define what
status it should have, what its frontiers would be, what its
relations with its neighbours should be. I think this does come
within the category of premature recognition and the political
consequences with this.

The United Nations efforts through the Vance-Owen plan,
noble but politically and may one say constitutionally and
legally very naive predictably would end in failure.

I would wonder why our government committing forces to
Bosnia—-Hercegovina did not perhaps raise these issues of the
necessity of a political settlement. Is the time for diplomacy
past? Not in the least. It has not really been tried. Yugoslavia
was put together in 1919 as a consensual union of the kingdom
as it was called of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes by an
international conference of which Canada was a part. We signed
the treaty of St. Germain. It was our second international act and
we are legal party to it.

I suggested in an earlier pre—parliamentary capacity as a
private citizen, as an expert witness deposing before the United
States Congress committee on foreign affairs, the House of
Representatives, that the machinery of the treaty of St. Ger-
main—en-Laye be revived. It is a still extant treaty. One needed a
global view of the Balkans. One cannot isolate Bosnia—Hercego-
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vina from the fate of other areas, including the former Yugoslav
republic that calls itself Macedonia but perhaps should be called
the republic of Skopje.

Peace in the Balkans as a whole is dependent on rational
solutions in this area as in any other area. The failure was to
recognize that post-succession Yugoslavia required a larger
political consensus than Bosnia alone before you could safely
and decently send military forces into it.

Therefore, I would have some criticism for our own govern-
ments in going in too enthusiastically and not asking the
questions that European foreign ministries should have asked:
Where they wanted to go and what their purpose was and which
are present certainly in other fora such as the CSCE, NATO and
the European community. '
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It is not too late for a Canadian initiative maintaining our
forces in Yugoslavia and Bosnia until the limit but saying:
“Look, a political settlement should come”. Is it ripe? There is
a time when parties to a conflict wear themselves out. Exhaus-
tion takes over and that is when diplomacy takes over. There are
some indications that that could be near.

In any case simply to maintain forces without pushing for a
larger political solution, without telling the European Commu-
nity countries: “‘Look, you have to get your act together. You
have to give some signals of what you want to do”’. We cannot
solve the Bosnia problem without solving the problem in
Skopje, without guaranteeing the security of territorial frontiers
without the Balkans. If we do not do this, we are back to 1878
and 1913-14. Santayana said that if you do not study history,
then you make all the errors again. What is emerging is a sorry
exercise in international diplomacy.

I think the big Canadian exercise is steering back to the
United Nations the necessity for a larger political consensus, a
larger conference of which if we follow the treaty of St. Germain
route, we will be a part and we can speak out on this.

I do not think we can solve Bosnia without solving the other
problems. Is it to be partitioned? If it is to be partitioned the
frontiers will have to be defined. The treaty of St. Germain
provides for the compulsory jurisdiction of the international
court in these matters. It has the advantage in frontier definition
of making an ally of time.

Peace is necessary. We have a basis for a settlement that will
be viable and it is better then than casting blame on military
forces. I think the military forces are not to blame and we have
performed well.

[Translation)

Mr. Paul Créte (Kamouraska—Riviére-du-Loup): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to congratulate the hon. member for
Vancouver Quadra on his excellent presentation. If we had heard



