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that is not democracy, ýperhaps I do flot
understand what is meant whien certain
people talk about democraoy.

Certain reactionary forces in the United
States and Britain are encouraging those
minorities in the Baikan-s w'ho in their own
countries w are either collaborators of the
nazis or did nothing when it came to a
question of resistance. They are bcing en-
couraged ta try ta dcstroy the govercinïints
that arý in power to-day.

There arc coalitions in some parts of this
country-in British Columbia and a coalition
goverrumefit in Manitoba. But the peaples of
the Balkans cannot hiave coalition gýovcrfi-
ments made up of progressive forces! I say
that what is good for us must also ba recog-
uîized as being good for therm because, as I
have said, we cannot have two distinct yard-
sticks.

It is not, hon-ver, merely a question of
opposing those govcrinments with words. Those
people are bcing o.pposed w'ith deads. and
shamieful deods. On Wednasday, October 17,
t'wo days ago, Mr. Sulzberger, writing in the
New York Tins freim London with regard
to the Balkan situation, sa(l:

The American amibassador. Richard C.
Patterson, bias Washingtoin's fiiîl approval to
make a battle for demiocracy as _Ainerîra knowe
it, and not only is lie w-thboldîîg ail eu.nom îc
aid from Tito and insisting on the, inmlemî-ota-
tion of the four freedom.,. boit lie is c-mpl'(ýNiig
the potential threat. of w ithdraw aI of recognitiion.

I would eall this a shamieful net. because
it means they are saying to the people of
Yugoslavia, "Either you change your gox ern-
ment or you shaîl starve; we will give yýou
no economie aid." That is what it means,
and we in Canada have a committee sup-
posedly kno-vn as the comxnittee of the
friends of Yugoslavia, which is withholding
aid because it does nlot like these people's
regime. That is disgraceful because it is
inhuman. It it sinîply starving an alIy into
submission, because 1 have given the fig-ures:
1,600,000 Yugoslavs have given their lives in
this war, but they are tao be starved inta
submission because we do not like their formi
of government. And naw, accarding to Mr.
Sulzbergar in the New York Times, they are
bei.ng threatened by the United States and
Britain with withdrawal of recognition. I
ask yau, Mr. Speaker, why the threat of
withdrawal cf recognition from Yugoslax ia, an
alIly? Do we threaten Franeo's Spain which
bias belped nazi Cerinany and given them
supplies? They sent their Blue division ta
fight against the Soviet Union but we do not
threate-n them. We say that we cannot inter-
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fere in the internai affairs of a state. But
wben if coirnes ta an ally, just because they
want a different sort of gavernmant, we
threaten therm with withdrawnl cf recognition.

In the w-bale of this attitude I. and many
others, see wbat I would caîl a bit of atomie
diplomacy. TIhis atomie diplomacy means:
-I hav e an atamie bomb in my hand and you
cîther take w-bat 1 offer, or else. This is dan-
gerous diplamiacy because, ýonce yau start,
plax ing araund with secret w'eapons, you will
soon find that samebody else bias sce
xx-alious toc. Hitler at, one time tbacight hie
hiad special secret xxenpons but there were
others w-ha hâd secret wenpons. I repent, this
is very dangerous diplamacy and it can lead
ta catastrophe. We must have a realistie
kind of diplamacy nnd not an atamie kind of
diploinncy. It is ail right for the United
States ta say: "We will take an island seven
thotîsnnd miles away fram the shores of the
United States; w-e will make tbat a defence
outpost, for the United States."~ But it, is
wroug for the Soviet Union ta say: "We want
fric ndly pawers on aur barders." It is al]
î-îgbt for the United States ta say: "We wnnt
i niernationalization of the Danube, Dardan-
elles and the Kiel canal ;" but it would be
definitely wrang ta say: "Internationalize the
Panama canal, the gulf cf St. Law-rence and
pcrhaps the St. Lawrence î-ivcr." It is nîl right
for the United States ta say: "We give instruc-
tions ta MacArthur that hie is the man who
bias full power in Japan and nobady can say
nnything.' But it is wrang for the Soviet
Union ta say in Europe: "We shahl have a bit
mare ta say about what is on aur borders."
No, Mr. Speaker, we cannat have that sort cf
policy. That, will nat help ta reinfarce thie
San Francisco charter.
.Recently we had a conference in London.

There were many, many staries that came out
cf the London conference; but I would say
that the real story did not eame out cf Lon-
don. We heard about petty squabbles and
petty arguments; but I would say that the
basic disagreements there flawed from the
atamnie diplomacy, from the belief an the part
of certain politicians that naw that we have
the atomnie bomb we can change the Potsdam
decisions. At Potsdam there was an agree-
ment ab-out the de-industirialization cof Ger-
many. I have here the text cf the decisions
reached at Potsdam. It states that the in-
d ustries used for war in Cermany will be
taken out of Cermany; that tbese industries
will be used for reparatian purposes. But
there are some who have different ideas about


