Mr. President, this is a frightening state
"of affairs. 1t is therefore my sincere and
eamest hope that, as a contribution to the
peace of the world, the Government of the
U.S.S.R. will abandon this aggressive interven-
tion in the affairs of other countries. Peoples
are gaining their freedom in other parts of"
the world by a process of 2justment and nego-
tiation. If the Soviet Union will relax its
tight grip over the people on its borders, so
that they too may work out freely their rela-
tion with their great neighbours, we shall all
breathe more easily. We do not wish a third
' time to see the world engulfed in war because
of trouble in the Balkans.or in the Russian

borderlands.
OTHER PRACTICAL MEASURES

There are still other practical measures by
which we might remove the fear of war. I am
not sure from his many statements vhether or
not Mr. Vishinsky really believes that it is
possible to organize peace. Again and again he
told us that he was convinced that the rest of
the world was determined to make war upon the
Soviet Union, If he believes that the fifty-
four states which refused to vote for his
resolution are planning an attack on his coun-
try, 1 do not suppose that anything we can say
or do can put his mind to rest. In spiteof
everything he has said about disarmament, he
does not even think that disarmament would
bring him much comfort. On one occasion for
example, he made the following assertion about
Iceland, vhich he regards as a danger to the
Soviet Union even though it is totally dis-

~armed. He said: "As if it were necessary to

have an amy to be a wammonger, as if it were

necessary to have naval and air forces to be a
warmonger. If one went along on that basis,

one could conclude that whoever has the great-
est army is a warmonger, whoever has the great-
est navy is a greater warmonger, and whoever
has the greatest air force is the greatest
warmonger. Then we could just pick and choose.”
Mr. Vishinsky seems by this to think that
military preparations bear no relation to the
evil intentions that he fears. From this one
can only conclude that he considers himself in
danger no matter what happens.

1f Mr. Vishinsky were always as discourag-
ing as this, there would be no point in our
continuing the debate, and it would be better
for us to pack up and go home. On other occa-
sions, however, he has taken a quite di fferent
line, and seemed to indicate that it was pos-
sible for the Soviet position to be flexible
and even conciliatory. At one point in our
debate for example, he said the following: "I
remember that at one meeting of the Committee,
the representative of Uruguay reported that in
a dispute between Bolivia and Peru, 65 pro-
posals were submitted, that the 66th proposal
was finally adopted and that it removed the
conflict between those two Latin American
countries. If this is so, why canhot we strive,

o
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why cannot we now face all divergencies of

problems. Even if we could settle one of them,
the temperature of international relations

ini king f t d toward
opinion, keep looking for the true road towa ' . would start to go down, the fevers would start

co-operation and the resolution of differences?
Why cannot we keep hoping that we shall find
the solution eventually -- if we are really
permeated with the desire to find it, which is
the main point?".On still another occasion Mr.
Kiselev asserted that Marx and Lenin believed
in "the possibility of good neighbourly or
friendly relations between the Soviet Union
and capitalist countries in general, and the
United States and the United Kingdom in parti-
cular", He supported this-argument by quoting
Stalin to this effect: "We stand for peace and
for the strengthening of business and commer-
cial relations with all countries.™ '

Now this is the kind of proposition that we
understand and that we believe in. We are
willing to negotiate with Mr. vishinsky and
his colleagues 66 times, or even 666 times,

provided that Mr. Vishinsky really believes

that there is some possibility of a fim and
honest accommodation emerging from these dis-
cussions. There canmnot, however, be such a
settlement unless both sides, in the give and
take of negotiation, are willing to adjust
their positions when necessary, to write the
agreement in simple and precise tems, to carry
out its provisions in good faith, and then to
regard the matter as settled. We get novhere,
however, if negotiations are carried on in
what is called "double talk" -- that is, if
people tumupafter the negotiations are ended
and assert that at the conference table they
had meant something quite different from vhat
they had seemed to mean.

MAINTENANCE OF PEACE

Let us assume, however. that Mr. Vishinsky
really means what he says when he suggests
that his. Government is willing to go steadily
and patiently to the end of the long road of
negotiation by which international problems
are settled. This is hopeful news. It will
mean more to the world than any number of
five-power pacts, for it will enable us to
set about solving the many outstanding problems

which have been left over since the end of the.

war. The most dangerous feature in the imme-
diate situation is that we may be led to think
thatitis hopeless to try to make this effort.
History, meanvwhile, is adding new complica-
tions to these problems, hardening the moulds
that must be changed, giving permanency to
situations which we all regarded as temporary.
These problems can be found at every point on
the circumference of the Russian sphere of
influence, and in all the major issues that
stand between us. They camnot be settled with-
out concessions on both sides. The most useful
contribution that Mr. Vishinsky andhis Govem-
ment could make to the maintenance of peace
.would be to.come forward with practical sug-
gestions which he honestly thinks might form
a basis for reasonable negotiation for the
settlement of any one of these outstanding

to abate, and the peaceful objectives which
he and his friends vociferously proclaim would
come within our reach. :

What we lack, of course, is mutual con-
fidence. I do not suppose that we can restore

confidence solely by talking, but I think it -

will be useful tous all if we study the state-
" ments that have been made in this debate. Per-
haps we shall at least understand one another
better. From the study that 1 have been able
to make of them so far, I am surprised to find
that Mr. Vishinsky and his colleagues seem
still to be obsessed with the old fear of
encirclement and intervention. At one point he
said with a great show of enthusiasm that six
hundred million people in the world shared
his views. I presume thathe reached the figure
of six hundred million by adding together the
two hundred million people of the Soviet Union,
and its borderlands in Furope and the four
hundred million people of China whom he now
claims to be within the communist world. Time
alone will tell whether the Chinese are as
zealous converts as he now assumes, but at
least he is entitled to take what comfort he
can out of the present circumstances. Since
he reaches his figure of six hundrednmillion
people in this way, one must conclude that he
regards the entire balance of the world outside
this area asbeing hostile to the Soviet Union.
Let me assure him, however, that the Russian
people do have friends in the free world --
not only communist friends, but friends of all
sorts who admire the courage and resourceful-
ness of that people and who sincerely desire
to live at peace with them on the basis of
mutual toleration and respect. Intervention
was certainly a fact in Russian history, but
it is long since dead.
thy does Mr. Vishinsky feel that he must
frighten people of his own country by making
this ghost walk again? As for encirclement;
well, we are all encircled, if we choose to
look at the world that way. Surely the leaders
of the Soviet Union, whose power is greater
than ever before in Russian history, cannot
have any real fear of encirclement. This again
may be something which Mr. Vishinsky is talk-
ing about because of its effect on his own
people; because of the desire of the ruling
circlesinRussia to hold these people together
even if fears and suspicions must be manu-
factured for that purpose. It is an old device
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in history, I cannot believe, however, that
this state of mind will necessarily persist.
We have heard on many occasions from Soviet
delegates about the great progress that is’
being made within the Soviet Union. If these
reports are true, we may hope Mr. Vishinsky
and his colleagues will soon feel able to give
up the business of telling their people that
the rest of the world is detemined to destroy
them and that they will one day abandon their
customary practice of picking and choosing
blood-curdling stories and reports from the
.free western press for speeches in the United
Nations and for circulation at home, in order
to incite and frighten those who have no vay
of checking their accuracy or importance.

Let me conclude by guoting again from Mr.
Vishinsky's remarks in the course of the pre-
sent debate: "Each of us", he said, "has his
own conceptions. But if we find no common
ground for understanding, then of course co-
operation is impossible. Is it possible to
find such common ground? I submit that it is
and 1 shall prove this, in connection with
another important guestion which was raised
here, the question of war and the question of
the possible co-existence of systems with the
possibility of their co-operation and of the
statements of our great teachers Lenin and
Stalin and the teachers of our teachers, Marx
and Engels." This quotation represents the
element in Mr. Vishinsky’s many speeches which
gives us some ground for hope. If this is what
he and his Govemment really believe, there
will be a ready response from us and there is
ground for hope. But this belief must be de-
monstrated in deeds; in the application of
these principles to our mutual problems. We
accept that test for ourselves. We demand its
acceptance by others. We do not find such
acceptance in the denunciatory Soviet resolu-
tion before us and in the violent speeches
that have been made in support of it.

Above all, we ask the U.S.S.R. to keep its
Cominform from attempting to overthrow by force
other peoples’ govemments and institutions
and we remind Mr. Vishinsky of his own words
"ideological intervention is wont to become
military". '

That statement, Mr. President, is very true
and it embodies the greatest threat to peace
which now exists. The Anglo-American resolu-
tion lays down principles which, if implement-
ed, will lessen that threat and the Canadian
Delegation therefore supports it and will vote

for it,

NEW _ARMY UNIFORMS: Canadian soldiers are
to get smart new blue serge "walking out"
uniforms, "by 1951", military authorities said
@ December 5.

The uniform will consist of jacket with
stand-up collar and no belt, and trousers with
a colored "regimental" stripe.

Authorities have not yet reached a decision

as to what type of headdress will be wom
with the new uniforms, but it probably will be
either a colored beret or colored forage cap.

Design of the new walking out dress has
been receiving the consideration of military
dress authorities ‘since 1945 and enough cloth
has been ordered to cover delivery of unifoms
to the Active Force some time in 1951.




