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Nations officer but is nevertheless a Canadian, a great Cana-
dian who is regarded as such by the majority of our people,
and we felt that it was our moral duty, in addition to our ‘
general duty to the United Nations, not to let that great Cana-
dlan down. We felt that if there were requirements he was not
getting from others and which he needed to put himself in a
position where he felt he could carry out the responsibilities
he was taking on, we should assist him in every way.

May I say here that he did not have to accept this
responsibility. He has been working for the United Nations
under pressure for quite a long time and did not have to accept
this new responsibility, but he is not a man who has ever
shirked anything put up to him as a duty that would be of ser-
vice to his own countrymen and to the free nations of the world,
He accepted the responsibility and we felt that we should do
our best to see that he got everything required to enable him
to discharge his responsibilities in the manner in which he
felt they should be discharged. o

The original resolution provided that there had to
be consent of the government of the country where the United
Nations force was going to operate. But that is all that re-
quires the consent of the government of the country where the
force 1s to operate., It is a United Nations operation. It is
the United Nations that is going to determine the composition
of the force going.there. It is the United Nations that will
determine where in that country the force will be stationed
and when and how long it will be theres o ‘ ,

Having accepted the condition in the resolution, it
is our view, and I think the view of practically everyone at
the United Nations, that the other modalities of the operation
of this force are %hings to be determined, independently of
Colonel Nasser or of ‘anyone else in Egypt, by the United Na-
tions on its responsibility to discharge the undertaking it
has assumed in the interests of peace in the world.,

The amendment before us reads in paft as follows:

o o this House regrets that Your BExcellency's advisers . .
have followed a course of gratuitous condemnation of the action
of the United Kingdom and France which was designed to prevent
a major war in the Suez area . . . '

There has been no gratuitous condemnation of the
action of the United Kingdom. On the first resolution that
was introduced by the United States and supported by a very
large number of members of the United Nations, the Canadian
Delegation abstained and declared it was abstaining bécause
it was an insufficient resolution, It provided merely for
a cease~fire and nothing more. That was not good enough,
because just as soon as that might become spent we would be
back in the same position we were in before. There was ;
abstention by the Canadian Delegation because there was ap-
plied there something which hon. gentlemen opposite have very
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