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Government Orders

The world community needs leadership. Indeed it is crying for 
leadership. Let Canada provide that leadership.

revealed serious shortcomings. The Vance-Owen plan was 
criticized for rewarding Serbian aggression.

• (2305 )
The Washington agreement of May of last year which pro

vided for so-called safe areas or enclaves was widely criticized 
in the western press for accepting ethnic cleansing and herding 
Muslims into small areas in which living conditions are hor
rible. The Owen-Stoltenberg plan to divide Bosnia into three 
ethnically pure states has also been widely criticized.

Mr. John English (Parliamentary Secretary to President of 
the Queen’s Privy Council for Canada and Minister of 
Intergovernmental Affairs): Mr. Speaker, I represent the con
stituency of Kitchener, an urban southwestern Ontario riding 
that possesses, like Canada itself, a diversity of industry and 
people.

Like so many constituencies in this country it has been 
profoundly affected by events in Bosnia, the former Yugoslavia, 
today and was affected also in the past. In the summer of 1914 a 
shot was fired in Sarajevo and World War I began. Two years 
later in 1916 Berlin, Ontario, which was called Canada’s Ger
man capital became Kitchener and Kitchener changed profound
ly after that date. After 1945 Kitchener riding received 
thousands of immigrants and refugees from what was Yugosla
via.

I spoke yesterday with the former Yugoslav ambassador to 
Canada, Goran Kapetanovic. He is a Bosnian Muslim and today 
a refugee in Canada, a fellow with the Canadian Centre for 
Global Security here in Ottawa. He believes that international 
forces will not accomplish much in the absence of a viable plan 
or framework for peace. He believes the major drawbacks to 
solutions being negotiated at Geneva are that they accept the 
idea of ethnic purity and are partial solutions which do not 
address the problem that I referred to earlier of Croatia. All of 
the former Yugoslavia has to be dealt with in a settlement. I take these examples to illustrate that nearly all Canadians 

were affected by those two terrible wars and those two terrible 
wars were concentrated in the area where we are looking at such 
carnage today.

I think everyone in Canada took the same lesson from World 
War I or World War II and that was the notion that Canada’s 
foreign and defence policy should have as its fundamental 
principle the notion that its national interest was best served by 
the construction of an international order based on law and 
strong multilateral institutions.

From that commitment came Canada’s major contribution to 
the world after 1945. This period which is known as Canada’s 
golden age of diplomacy was marked by a strong Canadian 
commitment to the United Nations, and a belief that the cold war 
had created a special middle power role for Canada. Of course 
the best example of this was the role of Lester Pearson in the 
Suez crisis of 1956.

The former ambassador asks how at the beginning of the 21st 
century the international community can accept introducing 
apartheid to Europe. What precedents would we be setting for 
future conflicts and for existing conflicts in eastern Europe? He 
believes that as a prerequisite to peace the UN Security Council 
must decide the pre-conditions of a viable peace. By way of 
example he suggests the following principles: that nothing can 
be achieved by violence; that refugees should be able to return to 
their homes; that people should be able to move freely and meet 
their family on one side or the other of borders, in essence that 
minority rights should be secured.

These are principles which are upheld or which are spoken 
about pretty well every day of the week in the United Nations. It 
seems to make good sense to me that they form the basis of any 
peace proposal. It is often said that Pearson invented peacekeeping in 1956 but 

I think it is more properly said that he codified the procedures of 
peacemaking. The concept was simple and has been extraordi
narily useful not simply for Canada and the United Nations but 
for the interests of world security.

It was held by Pearson at that point that the UN should use the 
armed forces of nations that were not major powers and those 
nations should supervise peace settlements. Furthermore such 
supervision should be carried out with the consent of and 
through continuous negotiations with the parties in the dispute. 
This was a central character of peacemaking as it was defined in 
1956-1957.

I remarked earlier that Canadians see a clear link between 
their role as peacekeepers and a place at the diplomatic table. I 
urge the government to take up the challenge of assuming a 
greater role in seeking a negotiated solution to the conflict. As a 
successful multicultural country with a constitution that con
tains elaborate guarantees for minority rights, we Canadians 
have much to contribute.

The government is launching a foreign policy review. In the 
context of that review I believe that the government should 
convene a meeting bringing together the best minds in the 
country to develop proposals to end the conflict.

In fact Pearson was disappointed with the outcome of the 
negotiations in 1956 because there were limits on what Israel


