.. STATEMENTS AHD SPEECHES

N

INFORMATION DIVISION
DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
OTTAWA - CANADA

SPECTAL SESSION OF PARLTAMENT

Canadian Participation in the United Nations
B Emergenqyoﬂorcéoinpthe Middle East: Hungaryr

Excerpts from a stateﬁent by the Hon: L.B. Pearson,
Secretary of State for External Affairs,” in the Fourth
(Special) .Session of Parliament, on November 27, 1956.

We are facing today a situation of gravity and danger,
far too serious a situation to be dealt with from a purely
partisan point of view. The hon. gentleman who has just taken
his seat talked about Canada being the chore boy of the United
States. Our record over the last years, Mr. Speaker, gives us
the right to say we have performed and will perform no such role.
It is bad to be a chore boy of the United States. It is equally
bad to be a colonial chore boy running around shouting "Ready,
aye, ready". A well-known Conservative newspaper, the Ottawa
Journal, 1n commenting the policy of the government at the
United Nations in recent days, a policy of care and restraint
as it was characterized, a policy of consideration for its
friends, ended an editorial on this subject on October 31 as
£ollowss. " ¥ v Tlc e e oon Juely e o

- &t best, we are going to be in very great danger
of all-out war for some time now. We must learn to think
before we chatter. B

Chattering instead of thinking--if we fail because
of idle chatter and not enough thought in our efforts to resolve
the problems that face us today in this country and in the world,
it will not make much difference who has the halos or who has
been humiliated, :

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have an amendment to the motion.
I might as well say at once--and this will be no surprise to
the House--that I think it is an amendment worthy of no support
at all, It is unaccurate in its facts, as I shall hope to prove,
and it is wrong in its conclusions.
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Hungar

o Before I deal with the matters referred in the

speech and in the amendment on the Middle East, may I say -

just one word about Hungary. The Canadian government has

already expressed its views in Ottawa and at the United
Nations Assembly on this matter. We have witnessed as brutal

and as grim a betrayal of a people as history has ever seen,

a people who were asking only for freedom from Communist colonial
domination and the right to run their own affairs. The recent
actions of the Soviet Union in Hungary throw a lurid light on

the protestations we have heard that Stalinism is now dead and
peaceful coexistence is here. But there has been no more
significant exposure of the underlying, and I'am afraid enduring,
purpose and methods of Soviet power. Sovitetitanks and Soviet
guns have killed Hungarian freedom fighters, but they did not

and they cannot kill Hungarian freedom. '

What cancwe do here in Canada and at the United
Nations? Well, we can help the victims of this terror, and
we learned last night of what we are doing in that regard.
We can keep, through the United Nations as we. are trying to
do, the spobtlightiof world public opinion, the conscience of
the world, the moral force of world opinion, on the savage
actions of the Soviet Union. We can do our best to help _
Hungarians in that way and to bring the United Nations into
Hungary in the role of observers and investigators. We must
continue our efforts toward that end; but we would not be
helping the Hungarian people--I think we might be hurting them--
if we held out promises of liberation by force which at this
time we would not be able to fulfil, There is, however, I
think, some hope in the growing evidence that eastern Europe. .
1s now beginning to free itself from the shackles of Russian
slavery and oppression, and that development is expressing itself
at the United Nations assembly at this time. '

The Middle East

Now, Mr. Speaker, I come to the Middle East. The

debates in this house--and we have been meeting for only a

few hours--has already shown that a very real difference on
policy has developed between the government and the official
opposition. The speeches of the Acting Leader of the Opposition
and the hon. member for Vancouver-Quadra, who has just preceded
me, have made that quite clear. The official opposition--and

I think we can assume that the speakers in question had the
support of all the members of the official opposition; they
should have to judge from the applause they received from their
colleagues--now apparently support every move made by the United
Kingdom and France in their intervention in Egypt after the
attack on Egypt by Israel, an intervention brought about with
army, navy and air forces after a 12-bour ultimatum. They claim,
I have the right to conclude, that we as a government should have
approved of those moves at once and should have backed up the
United Kingdom and France at the United Nations even on those
matters and on those resolutions where not a single member of the
United Nations supported the resolutions in question.
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_ Now, Mr., Speaker, we did not follow that particular:
line of policy in this matter, and I shall try to explain why.
To do so it is, I think, relevant to give, as other speakers
have givén, some background which may help ts to understand
recent events, It is, for instance, important in order to keep
things in perspective to understand the policy of the Egyptian
government in recent months. That policy has been unfriendly
to the western powers. It was arbitrary and was denounced in
this house as arbitrary in the seizure of the Suez canal company.
That. policy has witnessed a gradual increase of Russian influence
in Egypt and the Middle East, and it did culminate in the seizure
of the canal. We recall that after weeks of effort and frustations
to bring about an international solution by international means
no -such solution was brought about.

It is quite obvious--it was quite obvious by the

summer--that there was no meeting of minds between Viashington

and London and Paris in these matters. and of course, the fault
was not by any means entirely on the side of London and Paris,
and no one on this side of the house has ever tried to take a
one-sided view of this situation. The vital importance of the
Suez to western Europe is perhaps not appreciated in Washington,
and it might have been better appreciated there if this situation
could have been related by them to the Panama Canal. :

Now, our own attitude in this matter was--and we expressed
this attitude in the House of Commons and in a good many messages
to the United Kingdom government during the summer--that we did
not stand aloof and indifferent, and we did appreciate the
importance of this development not only to western Europe but
to Canada itself., Our attitude was that this question should
be brought as quickly as bossible to the United Nations and
a solution attempted there; that at all costs there should be no
division of opinion, no division of policy, between Vashington
and London and Paris on a matter of such vital importance, and
that there should be no action taken by anybody which could not
be justified under the United Nations charter; otherwise the
country taking that action; no matter how friendly to us, would
be hauled before the United Nations and charged by the country
against which the action had been taken. That is something that
has happened, and it is something we tried to talk over with
our friends before it happened.

It will be recalled that eventually the matter was

- taken to the Security Council of the United Nations, and it will

also be recalled that not long before the use of force by Israel
against Egypt certain principles for a settlement of the Suez
question had been agreed on at the Security Council. One

of those principles which had been accepted by Egypt at that time,
was that the canal should be insulated from the policies of any
one nation, including Egypt. Therefore at that particular monment,
through those conversations at the Security Council, and what

i1s more important through conversations going on in the Secretary
Generalts office, we had some hope that an international solution
might be reached which night be satisfactory to all concerned,
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. At that time, and I am speaking now of a period
of only a week or two béfore the attaak by Israel took place,
we had no knowledge conveyed to us of any acute deterioration
of the situation, nor did we have any knowledge or information
about anything which could be called a Russian plot to seize '
Egypt and"take over the Middle East. At that moment, and’ against
that background, the Israeli government moved against Egypt.

ThekThreat to Israel

Here also, to put the matter in perspec¢tive, it is _
necessary to understand the bagkground. The people of Israel”
have lived for years in a state of unrest and insecurity against

continued threats on October 29~=and it is interesting to realize
that that was less than a month' ago; events have moved with such
bewildering and dramatic speed--the Israeli government took the
situation and ‘the law in its own hands and moved against Egypt
for reasons which seemed very good to it at the time.

I admit--and I am sure all members in this house must
admit--the provocation which may have prompted this move. We in
the government tried to understand that provocation; nevertheless
we did at that time, and do now, regret that the attack was made
at that time and under those "eircumstances. Then, as the house

to keep the fighting away from the Suez canal and thereby keep
the canal open. They wished, so they said in Paris and in London
to keep a shield between theropposing forges.r.

That was the only purpose they put forward at that
time, or indeed have put forward formally since, to explain
their intervention--to Sstop the fighting and put a shield =~ -
between the opposing forces. No other purpose was alleged; and
vhen the United Kingdom representative to the United Nations
spoke at the first eémergency meeting of the General Assenmbly on
Thursday, November.l, he explained the purpose of the United
Kingdom and French action in these words:

The first urgent task is to separate Israel and
Egypt and to stabilize the position. That is our purpose,
If the United Nations were willing to take over the physical
task of maintaining peace in the area, no one would be
better pleased than we. But police action there must be,
to separate the belligerents and to stop the hostilities.

That was their purpose, merely to separate the
belligerents and to stop the hostilities.

Well, to carry out that purpose, as we know, the French
and British governments sent an ultimatum to Egypt and to Israel,
8 12-hour ultimatum that was accepted by Israel whose forces at
that time had come within ten niles of the Suez canal, but was
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rejected by Eéypt which had been asked to withdraw its forces
beyond the Suez canal; and following that rejection the United

Kingdom and French forces interyvened by.air and later on the
ground. Lo

At that time far from gratuitously condemning the
action the Canadian' government: said - through the Prime Minister
and indeed through myself, that we regretted the necessity
for the use of force in these circumstances; and these e¢ircums:::
stances, I confess, included an element of complete surprise on
our part at the action taken.

There was no consultation--and this has been poirted
out--with other members of the Commonwealth and no advance
information that this very important action, for better or for
worse, was about to be taken. In that sense consultation had
broken down between London and Paris on the one hand, the
Commonwealth capitals and--even ‘more important, possiblyj--
Washington on the other. :

) Nevertheless, instead of indulging then or since in
gratuitous condemnation we expressed our regret and we began

to pursue a policy, both here by diplomatic talks and diplomatic
correspondence, and later aththe United Nations, which would
bring us together again inside the western alliance and which
would bring about peace in the area on terms which everybody
could accept.

Canadian Policy

Our policy, then, in carrying out these principles
was to get the United Nations into the matter at once; to seek
through the United Nations a solution which would be satisfactory
to all sides. 1In adopting that policy it was bbviously impossible
for us to act at the United Nations Assembly in any way which we
could not justify under our obligation as signatories to the
United Nations Charter.

Our policy with regard to this matter as a member of
the United Nations was to try to stop the fighting through the
United Nations. How could we follow any other course without -
betraying our obligations under the Gharter? But we were also
anxious, as were many other delegates to the United Nations
although not all of them, to avoid the creation of a vacuunm
of chaos in that part of the world -after the fighting had stopped;
and we realized if that test as well as the test of stopping the
fighting could not be met, the United Nations would have failed.

Also at the United Nations we were anxious to make sure--
we mentioned this in our statements down there--that the situation
leading up to the aggression should be given due consideration,
and that constructive action should be taken to prevent such a
situation recurring again, that we should go deeper into this
natter than merely into the facts of niditary action. I hope that
will be done quickly at the United Nations Assembly. There are
already two resolutions on the order paper for that purpose.

b
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~ bnd then, Mr. Speaker, we were also anxious to do

everything we could down there to prevent any formal condemnation
of the United Kingdom and France as aggressors under the charter,
any demand that sanctions be imposed against them, and also to

do what we could to help repair the lines of conmunication and
contact between Washington, London and Paris and restore soms
form of continuous friendly diplomatic consultation between the
western allies on these matters after its breakdown last October.

It was certainly a matter of urgent and distressing
importance, especially to a Canadian, and I expressed this also
in public at the United Nations, that the United States should
be on one side of this issue and the United Kingdom and France,
our two mother countries, on the other. We were especially
distressed at this because there were people down in New York,
and they are still there, who are gleefully exploiting this
division., IR - ‘ I

Having nentioned the breakdown of consultation, I _
think it would only be fair to add that this breakdown of = -
consultation and agreement was not the fault exclusively of
the United Kingdom and France over the preceding months. No
other member, indeed no member of the western alliance, is
free 6f some responsibilities and particularly the United States
of america, which is the major and most powerful member of that
group. Therefore we felt and we still feel that this is no
time nor is this an occasion on which to adopt an attitude of-
superior virtue or smug -complacency over the righteousness of
our own position. We felt and we still feel that the thing to
do is to get out of this crisis without a war and without viola-
ting- the United Nations principles and charter, and then to draw
the necessary-conclusions from the crisis so that the western
coalition will not collapse again in ithe days ahead when other
problems will arise, as they are bound to do. B

Strains on the Commonwealth

Then also, and this was a matter which was very much
on our minds, we were anxious to do what we could to hold the
Commonwealth togéther in this very severe test. ' It was badly
and dangerously split. 4t one stage after the fighting on land
began it was on the verge of dissolution, ,and :that is not an
exaggerated observation. 'The hon. member for Kamldops (Mr. Fulton)
is reported as having said on November 17 that Canadian leaders
should bend their efforts toward restoring and preserving the
moral and physical unity of the Commonwealth which, he went
on to say, should have a common point of view on these matters.
I could not agree with him more; but if we had followed at the
United Nations the poliey advocated by the ¥fficial opposition
we would have gone a long way not toward restoring and preserving
the moral and physical unity of the Commonwealth but toward
breaking it up. I am quite sure this is a purpose which no one
in this house wishes to achieve. ' :
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In trying to follow those principle& of policy how
were we, as delegates to the United Nations and as the governmen
in Ottawa, to react to the critical situation which arose?

We tried to maintain as bbjective an attitude as possible having
regard to our charter obligations and we certainly did try to
maintain as close and as friendly contact as was possible with
the United Kingdom and French delegations. We did not auto-
matically support the United States in every moves::We thought ~
the United States was wrong at the very beginning of the &ssembly
in rushing a resolution on the record at the outbreak of hostilities
recommending that they should be ended at once. We thought they
were wrong in trying to rush that through without sufficient
conslderation. We did not vote for it; we abstained, as I will
explain 2ater,

We thought the United States was wrong 1ast Saturday,
the last session of the Assembly which I attended and which in
some respects was a depressing session. 4 resolution was before
the Ascsembly at that time which, with & Belgian amendmenty ‘
should have received the unanimous support of every member of the
hssembly. With that amendment the resolution would have received -
the support of the United Kingdom, but the amendment was deféated
and the United States was one of those who voted against it.

4s I have pointed out, we were not able to support
the United Kingdom in all the moves it had taken, in all the
attitudes it had adépted at the United Nations Assembly. Distressed
though we were, we could not support the United Kingdom and
French stand on this matter although we did try, as Canadians
should and as a Canadian delegation should, to give the most
friendly consideration to the United Kingdom and French position.

4s to the charge that we have been lining up with the
Russians, that is just nonsensical chatter. If a resolution is -
right down there we vote for it whoever may be among our companions
in the voting. That seems to me to be the only possible course
for a Canadian delegation to féllow.

There are those in this country and there are some
whose views have been expressed in this House who feel that
we should have automatically supported the United Kingdom and
France, either because of the ties of friendship, indeed of
kinship with the countries concerned, or because they were con-
vinced the United Kingdom and France were right in the course
adopted and in the methods followed. Those who feel that way
will be disappointed at the dction we have taken. We thought
it was the right action for a Canadian delegation to take,

It was an objective attitude, it was a Canadian and
an independent attitude. Believe me, the Arab and 4sian
countries, including the Asian members of the Commonwealth,
were watching us as they were watching others very carefully
to see if our policy was based on those considerations I have
mentioned or whether we were just following automatically any
other power. If we had given any evidence that would have
Justified the impression that we were supporting without reser-
vation the United Kingdom and France in all their tactics and
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attitudes toward this matter we would not have been of any
hélp to our friends subsequently, nor would we have been able
to play the part which we at least tried to play and which I
shall refer to later, :

If, for instance, we had voted at the first meeting
6f the special: Assembly against the proposal to put this item -
on the agenda when no other member of the bssembly voted against
it except the United Kingdom and France I think we would have
lost any influence which we had at that time and which we may
have hoped to use later on for constructive purposes.

Our purpose was to be as helpful to the United Kingdonm
and France as we possibly coul8 be. Believe me, that attitude
has been appreciated in London even if it has not been appreciated
by my hon. friends opposite." Far from criticizing us in private
or in public in London or Paris for our gratuitous condemnation
of their course we have had many expressions of appreciation for
the line we have been trying to follow, and which has been helpful
in the circumstances to the United Kingdom and France.

Seguence’ of -Events-ih the Gehetal Assembly

- The sequence o6f events at the &ssembly and our relation
to those events will show what we tried to do, and why. I should
like to give that sequence, if T may, because I feel it will
be useful to the House to know exactly what happened and the
attitude we took in regard to every stage of development at the
Assembly.

We met on Thursday, November 1, in the first emergency
session of the General Assembly under the Uniting for Peace
Resolution which had been passed in 1950 and which was designed
to get around the veto in the Security Council by transferring to
the Assembly matters on which the Security Council could not
agree because of the veto. When this Assembly was c¢alled and

- this item was put ‘on the agenda it was objected to on legal grounds

by the United Kingdom and France, legal grounds which we did not
think had very much validity and so we voted for the Lissembly
meeting. '

That was the occasion on which we were attacked by
my hon. friend as lining up with the Russians. We lined up with
62 members of the United Nations in agreelng to the proposition
that the United Nations should try to deal with this matter.
Immediately after that resolution the United States, without very
much consultation or very much opportunity for consideration,
Introduced the cease-fire resolution.

We felt, as I have already said, that this had two
defects. Of course it was designed to bringithe Tighting to
an end at once and it was designed to prevent military aid going
to either side in the conflict., It was designed, in one of its
clauses, to restore freedom of navigation in the Suez Canal for
all governments. These purposes we, of course, supported; but
we felt that there had not been sufficient time for consideration
to force a vote through before others who wished to speak could
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speak. We also felt that it was inadequate for the purpose
which we had in mind because it did not recognize the backgtound,
the previous problems which had brought about this situation,

and made no provision for the absdlute necessity of a peace
settlement. Nor did it make any provision for a United Nations °
police force to supervise and securc the cessation of hostilities.
We were anxious not to give our support at that first meeting

of the 4ssembly to a resolution which might seem to bring the
fighting to an end but to do nothing else, or even to recognize
the importance of doing something else. We expressed that
feeling in the first statement the Canadizan delegate made.

In the first statement we made in New York around 2 a.m;
that morning I ventured to suggest that we would not be conpleting
our work at the Assembly if we did nothing about the prevention
of a recurrence of the violence which had preceded this outbreak
and 1f we did nothing about the establishment of a United Nations
force in this crisis. ‘

This was an idea, Mr. Speaker, that we had discussed
in Ottawa Before I went to the 4ssembly that afternoon. Indeed,
1t had -been previously mentioned by the United Kingdom repre-
sentative in his statement as something that might be desirable
in the circumstances, and immediately after I made reference to it
the United States Secretary of State took up the matter and asked
our delegation 1f they would put this idea in the form of a
resolution. T returned to Ottawa the next day to discuss with
ny colleagues whether this would be a desirable thing to do,
having first had the opportunity of discussing the matter in
New York with the Secretary-General of the United Nations,

‘We were anxious to keep in ¢lose touch with our friends
in Washington and our friends in London on this matter, and as
soon as it was decided here the next morning that this might be
a useful and helpful Canadian thitiative under certain circumstances
we cabled London and Washington at once and asked them what they
thought about the idea; because, while a good many of these
things;abe desirable in principle, there is not mueh point putting
them forward at the United Nations if they are going to be
opposed at once by all of our friends or some of our friends.
Therefore we were anxious to get the views of both London and
Washington in respect of this particular matter,

Then on Saturday, November 3, Mr. Speaker, after
consultation with my colleagues in Ottawa T returned to New York
where the Ass¢mbly was to meet at 8 p.m. that evening. On that
occasion I did produce a Canadian resolution for the setting up
of a United Natibns Emergency Force for thnis particular situation.
It may be interesting, though it does take a 1little time, to go
into the background of this idea of a United Nations force, Of
course there was nothing new in either this idea or in its proposal,
and no one on this side of the house, T am sure, wantsito take
any credit for having put forward a novel and valuable proposal.

I hope it was valuable but it certainly was not novel; except in
the sense that it was adopted, but in no other respect,

v
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U.N. Security measures since 1946 -

As far back as October, 1946, the Prime Minister
(Mr. St. Laurent), at the very first Assembly of the United
Nations, made a plea for the organization of enforcement
procedures under article L43.of the United Nations charter which
provides for such enforcement procedures -through the Security
gouncil. Nothing was doné, as we know, and nothing could be
done in the Security Council under article 43 bécatse of the
disunity among the big powers.

Then four years later came Korea, and the Canadian
response to this challenge to peace and security in 1950
reflected our desire to bring about something more permanent
than merely collecting forces for an emergency. 4s hon,
members who were here at the time will recall, a Canadian
infantry brigade was made available for United Nations service
generally, and I think it was the only force in the United
Nations at that time which was offered in those terms, for
general United Nations service and not merely for Korea. I
do not think any other member of the United Nations went as
far as we did at that time. Certainly no one went £firther. A4s
I said in the House of Commons when explaining our action in .
September, 1950:

"We hope that other countries will make their
contributions to the Korean force in that form", that is,
for use anywhere subject to constitutional procedures,
"so that next time this kind of aggression takes place
there will be forces in being to deal with it."

On October 11 of the same year I said before the
General Assembly: .

~ The action of the Security Council in June showed
how unprepared most members of this organization were
to implement quickly the recommendations which they
accepted, We were frankly not organized for this purpose.
We -had to improvise. We hope that next time we may not
have to improvise.

No progress was made in bringing about this kind of
organization for security. The Security Council frustrated
all efforts to that end, and that was why in 1950 we passed a
Uniting for Peace Resolution which could transfer to the Assembly
the responsibility for collective security in these circumstances
of frustration and failure in tht Security Council. On that
Uniting for Peace resolution we had this to say at the United
Nations Assembly on November 3, '1950:

It will not be enough for a few countries to take
action. Ve must all, within measure of our capacities,
contribute to implementation of this resolution.

. Certain other smaller governments took the same stand
but over the years nothing was done, and there was no real
organization in being when we were faced with this most recent
crisis., A collective measures committee was set up by the
Assembly but its activities were not very effective.

\7 51 -
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.. Then on January 31; 1956, the hon. member for ‘Prince
Albert .(Mr. Diefenbaker) brought up in this house the question
of an international police force, and -it was a very pertinent
question.

Mr., Diefenbakér: Just for the Isragli—Arabisituation.

Mr. Pearson: Yes, he was limiting the value of this -

force at this time to a particular situation on the Isragli-Egyptian

border. 1In response to this intervention--I had just come back
a few months breviously from the discussions in Egypt--I said
this‘ég the house as reported at page 777 of Hansard of February
1, 1956: , -

As I said the other"day, I have had talks with
the leaders of the Arab governments and the Israel
government, and I had talks with General Burns when
I was out there and at the United Nations. I think
there is a great deal to be said for trying to bring
that kind of police force into-existence in this disturbed
area 8t this time as a provisional measure to keep the
armies apart while peace can be secured., If that proposal
were made--and I know the Secretary-General has been con--
sidering it, and from press reports to which my hon. friend
has referred I understand that it has been discussed in
‘Washington in the last few days-~and if it became a matter
for United Nations conéideration, I am sure this country as
well as other countries would want to do what they could to
carry it into éffect. '

ind following that-- -

‘ Mr. Rowe: 1In view of that fact, as our representative,
did the minister not bring it before the Uriited Nations for
consideration? : ' ' ‘

' Mr. Pearson: That is just what I was coming to,
Mr. Speaker, I have been looking up the record in the last day
or two in order to see what we had been able to do in this
matter. We did follow it up. We followed it up with the govern-
nments most,particularly concerned, namely the Israel government,
the British government, the French government and the United
States government and with the Secretary-~General of the United
Nations and again with General Burns, the truce commissioner.

Mr, Diefenbaker: What date was that?

Mr. Pearson: This began in February and went on
for the next two or three months. These were ordinary diplomatic
discussions to see whather it could be useful initiative on our
part at that time to put forward a proposal for a United Nations
force, not a truce commission, to patrol the boundary between
Israel and her arab neighbours in order to try to prevent the
incidents which were building up and which had a great deal
to do with the ultimate explosion last October. We were dis-
Couraged by the response given to this proposal. Ve received




Mr. Diefenbaker: What countries'raised that objection?

Mr. Pearson: There was not” a country with which we
discussed the matter that actively supported the idea.  When we
get into committee I will be able to_give more details, I hope,
wvith regard to this matter, Certainly in our view it was~
important to have a police force of that kind ‘operate with the

consent and the active Co-operation of the governments most
concerned, ‘ ‘ ‘

That then was the situation, Mr. Speaker, when our
United Nations force resolution was introduced, and that is the
background to our initiative in this matter.’ &t the time our
resolution was introduced the 19-power Asian-Arab resolution had

which insisted on a cease-fire and a withdrawal of troops, N
and which asked the Secretary-General to report within 2 hours
on the compliance with that injunction. " That night of November 3
and 4--and the session went on all night--tempers were rather
hight The talk was strong and the danger of a rash--as we would

85 aggressors was very real. The situation was deteriorating and

the communists were working feverishly and destructively to exploit
it. ) o _

In these circumstances and having, as I have said
canvassed the situation carefully with our fiténds and having
studied Sir Anthony Eden's Speech, we moved this resolution
concurrently with the 19-power Asian-Arab resolution which was
an attempt to get British, French and Israeli forces out of
Bgypt.. | ’

_ It was a very short resolution, and it asked the
Secretary-General merely to submit, within 48 hours, something
ve had been unable to do anything about for ten years, namely,
a plan for setting up an emergency international United Nations

concerned" we might not have been able to secure a majority for
our resolutipn. 4s it was, the resolution passed unanimously,
45 hon. members know. Steps were taken immediately by the
ecretary-General to report back what he was able to do’in

hours in the setting up of this force to supervise and secure
4 cessation of hostilities in accordance with the terms of the
tarlier resolution of November 2, one of which was to ensure
frecdom of navigation’'in the Suez Canal, .
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We obtained 57 votes as sponsors for the resolution.
There were 19 abstentions, Nobody voted against us. The United
Kingdom and France did not find it possible to vote for that-
resolution at that time but they have indicated, both privately
and publicly, their great appreciation of the initiative which
resulted in its being adopted and they have also stated their ,
support for it sinee then, At the same.time--and this is related
to the first resolution--the &sian-arab resolution was put to
the vote and carried by a large majority, 59 to 5 opposed.

Mr.”Churchill: How did Canada vote? *

. Mr. Pearson: Canada voted for tanat resolution asking
for a cease-fire and a withdrawal of the forces from Zgypt.
There were 5 opposed. There were 59 in favour, including Canada.
Then on November 4 we started to work, and we had something to
¢o with this because we were the sponsors of the recolution and
had a certain obligztion in connection with helping the Secretary-
General carry it out. e started to work on organizing a United
Nations police force or at least to form the basis of the orga-
nization and report back in 48 hours.

a magnificent part throughout alil these difficult days, was able
to make a first report within 24 hours.: Offers of contributions
to the force began to come in within that 24-hour period. That
Sunday night when we were working on the establi shment of the =

Said. The situation at the United Nations immediatély'began

to deteriorate. Things became very tense. The Security Council
was called into emergency session and refused to consider a
Soviet proposal for Soviet and United States intervention because
the matter was before the United Nations Lssembly. Then in the

éggressors under the Charter and to invoke sanctions against

them, the &ssembly met on Tuesday morning, November 6. It had
before it the Secretary-General's final report on the organization
of the United ‘Nations force. 4t that tipe he was able to report
progress with regard to the composition of the force. He was

able to lay down certain principles and functions for that force
but not to go into detsil, for two reasons. He did not have
enough time, in the first place; and in the second place if

ve had httempted to do it in detail, we would still be arguing
&bout what those functions should be. There was however one
important detail, namely that the force should exclude contingents
from the permanent nembers of the Security Council. The significance

A draft resolution was drawn up supporting this report
and authorizing the Secretary-General to go ahead on that basis,
to discuss participation with other governments. It set up also
in Advisory Coémmittee of seven nembers of the tssembly to help
BMm in this task, Canada is one of the nenbers of that committee.
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It is interesting to note in passing that four members of that
committee are members of the Commonwealth of Nations. While

we were trying to get this resolution through and get it thopough
gunickly and with a big majority--it was finally passed unani-
mously--another resolution, in the atmosphére of the fighting
that was going on at that time in Suez, was introduced demanding
the immmediatecwithdrawal of forces, and that the secretary-

In so far as the force was concerned, ‘as I said, the
resolution passed unanimously after we had managed to vote down--
and 1t was a very important vote indeed--an amendment to put
Czechoslovakia on the advisory committee of seven. The resolution
was then passed by 64 to O, with 10 abstentions.

Mr. Churchill: Would you name the &dvisory Committee?

Mr. Pearson: The 4dvisory Committee in this matter
consists of Ceylon, India,.Pakistan, Brazil, Colombo],Norway

and Canada, with the Secretary General as the chairman of the
committee.

The same evening, Mr. Speaker, a 19-power resolution
demanding immediate withdrawal was passed by a vote of 65 with
only one opposed, Israel, and with 10 abstentions. The United
Kingdom and France did not oppose that resolution, they abstained
on 1t. We voted for that resolution after having stated our
interpretation, which was accepted by a good many other dele-
gations, of the word "immediate". If that interpretation had
not been stated and accepted by many we would ndt have voted for
it. By "immediate" we said we had in mind that the United Kingdom
and French forces would withdraw from Egypt as soon as the United
Nations forces had been moved there and were operating satisfacs .
torily. By getting our United Nations force resolution through
and by accepting this Arab-Asian resolution of withdrawal, which
had in it no element of sanctions, we were able to reject extreme

demands which were being made, and which would have led us into
grave danger indeed.

We think that the resolutions that night were a wise
move, and we think also that they helped the United Kingdom and
France in accepting the cease-fire, which they did either Just
before or shortly afterwards.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there has been a good deal of talk,

tucugh not very much in this house as yet, as to whether the

United Kingdom and French governments were pressed into the
acceptance of this cease-fire by United Nations action, and whether
We should not have let them go ahead, nbt pressed them and resisted
novestto press them in respect of this resolution on cease-fire

and withdrawal. If we had done that, and the United Nations had
kept out of this at that particular moment, it is said the British
énd French forces would have been able to complete the military job

cf clearing the canal of Egyptian forces from Port Said to Port
Suez, '

i
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I suggest with diffidence, because this is a matter
which 1s or primary concern to the United Kingdom and French
governments, that they were very wise indeed in stopping
military operations at the time they did. After all, they had
indicated that they were going 'into that area to stop the fighting
at the canal and to prevent the conflict continuing between Israel

and Egypt in such a way that .it wofild interfere with the operation
of the canal,

By this time both Israel and Egypt had accepted the
cease-fire. Therefore the original reason given by the United
Kingdom and French forces for intervening had been removed.

If the United Kingdom and French forces had continued fighting

at that time, after the Egyptian and Israeli governments had -
accepted the'ceaSe-fire, I suggest that the Commonwealth might
not have been able to stand the strain; that the Asian members

of "the Commonwealth might not have been able to remain in it in
those circumstances. There is evidence from New Delhi, Karachi
and Colombo to support that statement. I suggest also that a
continuation of the fighting, even if it had had immediately
successful military results, would have created even a deeper

and more permanent split between the western European and Arab
world. It might well have led to the occupation of Egypt, which
was not an original bbjdéctive of British-Frerich intervention. -
It would have been a standing invitation to the Egyptian government
to invite in at that time, when the fighting was going on, Soviet
volunteers. Whatever the reasons may have been, and I think
they were good ones, the United Kingdom and French governments"

did accept the cease-fire and we entered a new stage of develop-
ments. .

There were only two more resolutions subsequent to
the one I have just mentioned. The one last Saturday asked
for withdrawal once again. We did not support it because we
felt that the withdrawal had begun. " We"had confidence in the -
good faith of the British and French when they told us that the
withdrawal would be completed. We felt at’ that time that to
support another resolution of withdrawal would be to assimilate

the position of the British, French and Israelis to that of the
Russians in Hungary.

Then the final resolution carried Saturday night
approved an aide memoire which gave the Secretary-General further
authority to organize the United Nations police force. By a
very important paragraph in that resolution he was told to get
ahead with the clearing of the Suez canal. In spite of efforts
by Soviet and certain Arab-Asian countries to hold up the work
on political grounds, he has now authority to go ahead with the
vitally important work.

% Functions of the U,N. Force

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have' the United Nations force

2 In being and I am sure the.house would like me to say something

about the functions, operations and composition of that force,

| and Canada's contribution to it.
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The function of "this force which is now in being
js to secure and supervisé the cessation of hostilities, as
I pointed out this morning,and carry out its task in accordance
withdirections received from~the United Nations, not from any
one member of the United Nations. The force--and it is interesting
to recall that the resolution authorizing this force was passed
not much more than three weeks ago--is now in being in Egypt
wvhere it will be stationed, or any place else where the United
Nations considers it necessary to be'stationed, in order to carry
out the functions which I have just mentioned, The most importart
function is, of course, the policing of the zone between opposing
forces in Egypt in order to prevent the recurrence, if possible,
of the fighting. At the present time the héadquarters of the
force is along the Suez, but it may of course be moved.

It is not a fighting force in the sense that it is a
force operating under, say, chapter 7 of the United Nations
Charter, which deals with enforcement procedures. It is not a
United Nations fighting force in the sense that the force in
Korea was; it is operating under a different chapter of the’
Charter dealing with conciliation procedures. Therefore the
alarmist interpretation, the alarmist possibility, mentioned
last night by the hon. member for Vancouver-Quadra that Canadian
elements in this force might find themselves in ¢onflict with
British soldiers is, I suggest merely a figment of his imagination.
It is not the purpose of this force to be used in fighting
operations against anybody. It is not that kind of force. If
the hon. member had read the United Nations document concerning
the function and organization of this force, which have already
been agreed on,. he would, I think, have understood that.

This force will stay in Egypt until the United Nations
decides that its functions are discharged, or, of course, until
the~governments participating in the force withdraw their c¢on-
tingents. It must, of course, not infringe on the sovereignty
of the government of the territory in which it is operating.”
That is obvious. But the exercise of that sovereignty in ‘the °
case of the government of Egypt where the force is operating
now must be qualified by the acceptance by Egypt of the reso-
lution of "the United Nations concerning the force. Egypt has
already agreed to the admission of this United Nations force
to its territory; and it seems to me to be obvious, because
it is not an enforcement action of the United Nations under
Chapter 7 of the charter that every effort should be made by
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, and by the United
Nations itself, to secure and maintain the co-operation of the
Egyptian government in the functioning of this force, and the
Co-operation of the other governments concerned, including the
government of Israel.

But that does not mean, as I understand it--and I
dssure you, Mr. Speaker, this has been made very &lear in
neetings of the Advisory Commiteee--that Egypt or any other
government can determine by its own decision where the force
ls to operate, how it is to operate or when it must leave,
Furthermore, the right of Egypt to consent to the admission of

will
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a United Nations force to its territory does not imply the
necessity of consent to the admission of,.oF the right to
reject, separate units or.elements of that force. That is

a stand, Mr. Speaker, which the Canadian representative on the
AMvisory Committee has taken. I have already made it clear

to the other members of the Committee and to the Secretary-
General, and the Secretary-General has agreed.to this statement.

I said at the second meeting of the Committee--
| ."I\ﬁaé,réferring tbiﬁhé‘éOVerﬁmeht'df Egypt.

If their position.is that they at any time could
decide that the United Nations force had finished its
work and should leave, that, I think, would be quite
intoleratle; and there is also an interpretation of the
United Nations resolution which says that the force
must te sent to Egypt only with the consent of the

. Egyptian government which means that the Egyptian govern-
ment would. exercise a veto over every contingent in that
.force. That, I think, would ke equally intoleratle,
because what kind of a United Nations force would you have?
What principle would you te acting on in the United
Nations if that country-- o ‘

I was referring to Egypt.

'o-which the United Nations was trying to assist in
* organizing and sending forward this force should decide
who would take part in it? That is something, of course,
that has to bte worked out between the Assembly and
yourself-- : . :

I was reférring to the chairman of the Committee.

--8S the representative of the Assembly, and the
Egyptian government, but to admit for a minute that the
Egyptian government.willidecide.that a force from country
A 1s admissible and a force from country B is not is

- something, of course, that I could not accept.

- We have made that stand clear at other meetings of
the Comnmittee of seven. That, Mr. Speaker, brings me to the
negotiations undertaken ty the Secretary-General in regard to
the composition of the force and particularly in regard to
Canadian participation in it. ‘ - '

The Canadian Contritution

The first resolution dealing with this force was passed
In the United Nations assemtly on November L. We had already
said by the time that resolution was passed--and by "we" I mean
the government in Ottawa--that we were in favour of it and ‘
that we would recommend a contritution to it. The day after the
Tesolution was passed I met the Secretary-General as the sponsor
of the resolutions and discussed with him the question of putting
Some United Nations troops into the area at once. He considered
it to be a matter of the most immediate urgency. So I said I
Vas authorized to state that the Canadian government was willing

Wi
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to participatey and later in the day I wrote a formal communi-
cation to him to that effect, saying that we had decided to -
make an appropriate contribution subject to the required con-
stitutional action being taken in Canada.

The next day I also talked with the Secretary-General
about the force and he was then also emphatic, for the obvious
reason that the situation seemed to be deteriorating, that we
must proceed quickly. We discussed the nature of our contribution
that afternoon, I by telephone with my colleagues in Ottawa,
vhen the question of a battalion came ‘ups Meanwhile General
Burns had been appointed as commander of the force and he will
do a distinguished job in that position, I am sure, as he has
been doing so in that area in the last two years in the face of
very great difficulties indeed,

General Burns was asked to come to New York, and those
countries that had already announced their desire to contribute
were asked to send military advisers to New York to discuss the
problem with the Secretary-General, his staff and General Burns.
The Canadlan Department of National Defense sent three officers
down immediately and the next day, Tuesday, November 6, the
Prime Minister announced that Canada would offer, and I quote:

Subject to adjustment and/or rearrangement after

.consultation with the United Nations commander--

) - -=-a self-contained battalion group with HMSC
Magnificent as a temporary mobile base.

The consultations which we had had in New York uptto
that time led us to believe that would be a most welcome contribution,
and we were urged to press ahead with it. The Secretary-General
told me he was most anxious for us to get our battalion to a place
wvhere it could be embarked without delay. )

General Burns reached New York a little later than
we expected because he had to go to Cairo en route, The possi-
bility then was mentioned that one country might provide all
the administrative and air support at least in the initial stages,
General Burns had found that difficulties were already developing
because the infantry that had arrived, mostly from the Scandinavian
countriesiand also from Colombia, were’ reaching the base without
the necessary services and there was no headquarters organized
to receive them.. :

These reports were sent by me to Ottawa. I returned
to discuss them with my colleagues over the week end, and while
I was in Ottawa the Secretary-General through his executive
assistant phoned me on Saturday, November 10, about another
difficulty that was developing and which has been referred to
already in this discussion, namely that the Egyptian authorities

T
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weré concerned about the possibility of Canadian troops being
f@istaken for United Kingdom™ troops and that incidents might take
place especially if the proportion of Canadian troops to the
total force were high as would be the case if the Canadian
infantry battalion had arrived at that time. )

We in New York, and indeed in Ottawa on advice B
from New York, felt that these difficulties would be overcome, and
in discussing them with the Secretary-Genéral he once - again
asked us to make no changes in our plans pending further dis-
cussions and he hoped satisfactory arrangements could be made.-

So the government went ahead with the arrangements as originally
contemplated.,

Composition of the Force

- These difficulties I have been talking about, diffi-
culties of administration and difficulties of cogposition,
wvere not unique to Canada., Indeed they were not surprising
considering the fact that the United Nations was starting from
nothing in organizing this force; with the political situation
so diffifudt both at the United Nations and in Egypt, and =~ -
considering also the fact that under the resolution authorizing
the Secretary-General to organize this force he was instructed
to work out-~the phrase that was used was a "balanced force'--
a balanced force militarily for police work and a balanced force;
as he interpreted it, geographically and politically if possible,

) Perhaps T should interject at this point, in connection

with this particular difficulty, that among the countries that .
have offered contributions are Roumania and Czechoslovakia.
Countries other than Canada have made offers of contributions
which have not been dealt with, and they are waiting to hear
from the Secretary-General also. The problem now was 4 very
difficult and complicated one, all thé more so as” the greatest
need at that time was to get more people to the spot..

: Well,tthen, I think it was on Tuesday, November 13,
when back in New York from Ottawa that I had another talk with
the Secretary-General in relation to the new difficulties . which
had cccurred, I emphasized to him at that time that we felt it
absclutely essential to the success of this effort that neither
Egypt ncr any other country should impose conditions regarding
the composition of the force. I told him that on this matter
we would negotiate only with him, the Secretary-General, although
we recognized, of course, that it was right and proper that he
shouid discuss these matters with Egypt in order to avoid, if
Possible, subsequent difficulties.

Nevertheless, on that Tuesday I asked hinm again about
composition in view of the developing difficulties, and whether
we should proceed with our plans for moving the regiment. The
Secretary~General sald--this was Tuesday, November 13, and T quote
from his statement to me which I took down, that he hoped we
vculd go right ahead with our plans.

i
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: ' He also discussed with me the question of composition
on the next day, Wednesday. Then later we had a meeting of the
Advisory Committee on the matter and I have already read from
the minutes of that meeting. Following that the Secretary-General -
flew to €@airo. He left New York in the hope that these difficulties
would. all be cleared’up before he had returned. As we were having
diplomatic discussions about them and as it seemed that these
discussions might end in g satisfactory way, we did our best, -
I quite admit;to”discourage any premature publicity about diffi-
culties which might be settled and concerning which, if the ‘
publicity were inaccurate, we would have even greater trouble

in clearing up., Therefore on Thursday, November 15, the Prime
Minister said at Toronto: » -

Units of Canadian contribution to the UN force are
ready and theovorder in:council“placing them on active
service under UN command will be passed and Parliament
Sumzmoned as soon as we can ascertain from General Burns
what elements he needs and cannot get from other countries.,

During that week-end when General Burns had reached
New York and the Secretary-General was in Cairo-I was in touch
with the Secretary-general by telephone and cable through our
Embassy. I stated to him that T had had word about his dis-
cussions with the Egyptians; that while T appreciated the
difficulties which had arisen and while naturally we wanted to
help the Secretary-General already so overburdenecd With”problems;
in any way possible, nevertheless we could not accept the principle
that any one government. could determine what contribution or
wvhether any contribution would be made by a member state in connection

with the United Nations force. I am-glad to say that the Secretary-
General has taken the sape position.

... Then we discussed the difficulty on the Secretary-
General's return. I know my hon. friends want to have all the
facts in connection with this matter. We have had wild rumours
and exaggerations which have appeared 'in the press about Nasser's
farce, as the Acting leader of the Opposition called it yesterday,

4s aufesult of these discussions the Secretary-General

had sent a communication to me from Cairo which I shall Yut on the
record:. ' ~

The question of when and where ground tfoops shall:
be used-- ' '

That is Canadian ground troops.

-~can best be considered when the UNEF can assess
its needs at the armistice lines. The present situation

That was a message from the Secretary-General, not
from the Egyptian government. He also emphasized that in sending
it neither he.nor anyone else was laying down conditions for

- )
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Canadian participation because he felt that that would be
improper. On his return and after further discussion with'
General Burns it was agreed that for the time being we should
concentrate on getting these other forces to Egypt and hold

the Infantry battalion in reserve. General Burns himself said
he agreed that it was even more important at the present moment
to have an air transport headquarters, administration units,
signals, engineers, army service, medical units and forces of
that typej; which were later to be Bneered at by somé excitable
persons as constituting a typewriter army, something that will
not I think commend itself to the members of these very gallant
Canadian regiments.

. We agreed then to this change in plans, althoéugh
regretting it. It is indeéd our desire to fit in our plans
with those agreed upon by General Burns and the Secretary-~
General and keep the rest of our forces available for trans-"—
nission to the area; and on Tuesday November 20, the order in
council was passed to that end. T ask whether we could or should
have proceeded otherwise. I am sure that most members of the
house will agree that we would have been wrong if we had not
made the offer we did in the first instance without delay, an
offer which at that time seemed most appropriate and was
considered as such by the Secretary-General,

To have made no offers or to have made no plans;
to have held back our offer until everything was cleared up;j
to have permitted no movement of troops of any kind, would I
think have left us open to criticism, to the charge that we
were dragging our feet in connection with a proposal which we
ourselves had put forward. T think also that we would have been
wrong to have interfered with our plans until we were certain
that their implementation or the timing thereof was to be changed.

_ When we were asked to make that change, nhot by Colonel
Nasser but by the Secretary-General of the United Nations and the
commanding general of the United Nations forces, we could have
elther accepted or rejected the request. The latter would have
meant delaying any action or, as has been suggested in a few
extreme quarters, we could have withdrawn from the United Nations
force completely. I am confident that if we had taken either
of those courses, if we had delayed taking any action or with-
drawn from the force, in view of the developments we would have
been open to grave criticism and we would have got most of it
from some hon. gentlemen opposite who have spoken already in
this debate., Iithink the course we took was the right course,
and it was considered the right course by the United Nations
cfficials concerned, ‘

It did not seem to me to be the time--T anm talking
now about the time we were confronted with the necessity of
Changing our plans, at least temporarily--or the occasion
for national pique or peevishness or sneering at this new
United Nations force as being Nasser!s farce. It seemd to me
that the situation was far too serious for that. What was
required from every member of the United Nations was to back

- up the United Nations force to the best of its ability after

N
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recelving the best zdvice it could. &fter receiving such advice
from the United Nations itself we took that course, and as a
result there is not a United Nations force which within between
three and four weeks of the resolution authorizing it now includes
on the spot--at least this was two days ago and there have been
additions since that time-~1,700 troops of which 20 per cent or
3950 are Canadians. There will be soon more Canadians on the spot.
Twenty-three nations have offered contributions to that force and
eight of them including Canada, have seen their contributions
embodied in the formations on the spdbiwhicéh are now working to-
gether under the United Nations blue flag of peace.

ITrmediate and long-tern objectives

May this force succeed in its task. If it does
we may have started something of immense value for the future.
We may have taken & step to put force behind the collective
will of the international comnunityundér-the law., That is our
immediate task, to make this force work, to prevent fighting in
the area and to establish conditions there through the operation
of this force so that the United Nations its#lfcean work out
speedily an enduring and honourable settlenent for that area,
including relations between Israel and her neighbours and the
international supervision and control, if that can be done of
the Suez Canal. :

While that is our immediate objective we have another
objective which is just as important and T suggest Just as imme-
diate, and that is to restore unity among the allies. The
western coalition, which is essential for peace in these disturbed
times and which requires close consultation and co-operation ..
among its members if it is to succeed, especially among London,
Washington and Paris, has been subjected to strains and stresses
in recent months. This has caused all lovers of peace in the
free world great anxiety.,

May I in conclusion repeat something I said on this
point the other night to the American assembly of Columbia
University, when I said:

. The inability to bring about a reconciliation of
interests inside a coalition has resulted in a collapse
of western co-operation in the Middle East; a collapse
which has brought distress to everyone except those who
see in such co-operation the strongest barrier to the
attainment of their own imperialist and reactionary power
objectives. This collapse is, I am convinced, only
temporary; but temporary is too long. -

It must be a primary obligatdonson. all.of us.to
speed and make effective the work of repair and resto-
ration. Indeed, we must do more than this. We must
strengthen and deepen the foundation for such co-operation
so that a collapse will not take place again in the face
of the pull between the requirements. of national and
international policy. A&t the moment that is the primary
task and responsibility of all who believe in freedom and
security.

i
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Then I went °n,§° say:

It is less important at the present momeént to
dwell or the difficulties of the task than on ways
and means of avoiding them in the future; & Canadian
may, I think, be pardoned for emphasizing that this
is particularly true in the ‘case of consultation and
co-operation between Washington and London and Paris. -
It is imperative, in our dangerous and 'disturbed” world,
that the lines of contact between these three capitals
be repaired and renewed and reinvigorated.

4part from the actual preservation of the péace,
and indeed, related to it, there is no more important
objective for western policy than this, and every '
possible effort must now be devoted, with understanding,
with good will and with energy, to its achievement.

Jordan and Syria

Y Mr, Diefenbaker: Would my hon. friend allow a
question at this time? I have mentioned the matter to him

in advance. It has to do with the grave situation that arose
today in Jordan and also the even graver situation in Syria. -
Would he, before concluding, say something with respect to the
situation over there which today has become so critical, and
also whether in view of what is taking place there the United
Nations force will have Yo be increased over and above the
numbers provided for under the present arrangements?

Y Mr. Pearson: Mr. Speaker, my hon. friend was good
enough to tell me before I came into the hotGse that this matter
was very much on his mind and that he propésed .to ask” a question
about it. I am anxious not to say anything,cwithout pretty
careful consideration, about a matter which is of immmediate
gravity because, as I understand the reports wé have received,
this is a matter of immediate gravity. I do not want to be °
panicky or unnecessarily alarming about ‘it, but there are reports
that Russian penetration is goingon in Syria to analarming’
extent and that there are moves inside Syria which night result
in the domestic control of that country by a group which seems
quite willing to work with the Soviets iri this matter. That
is not a prospect that can cause anything but alarm. There are’
the same elements in other Arab countries, but we must hope that
these countries themselves will take some steps to prevent that
kind of development.

As for the other part of his question, whether the
United Nations force should be increased to take care of a
situation of this kind, the numbers of that force are not yet
determined. I suspect that before long we will find it very
greatly increased over its present number, but it has been set
up to deal with a situation arising out of a cessation of
hostilities between Israel on the one side and the United Kingdom
and France and Egypt on the other, and its present terms of
reference would not authorize it to intervene in any other dispute
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between any other two countries, But the United Nations -
Assembly is in session, and if we can set up ‘a United Nations
force for one purpose surely we can extend its functions and
activities for another desirable purpose. T -would hope that if
the situation began to deteriorate béyond the point which required
that kind of extension it would be done at this Assembly very
quickly.

: A1l T wish to say in"my closing words is that the
question of strengthening co<operation among the western
democracies, especially among the United Statesy the United
Kingdom, France and, of course, Canada, isoné which must be-
keep in our minds behind all the present emergencies that have
strained and weakened tRat co-opération. We must do what we
can without recrimination to bring it back,

It is in that spirit, Mr. Speaker, that we shall
continue our efforts at the United Nations 'to find solutions
to problems which remain difficutt and dangerous and have
creatéd situations which, if they are allowed to persist, can
indeed be a very real threat to peace,

e Mr. Nesbitt: "1Is the Secretary of State for External
Affairs'in a position to give us any idea as to the extent to
which Russian arms were accepted by Egypt prior to the immediate
trouble, and also by Syria?

Mr. Pearson: Mr. Speaker, I assume that when we get
in committee I will have the opportunity of trying to answer
a number of questions of this kind, but on the direct question
I might say that we knew, of course,- as was mentioned in the
house last summer, that Russian arms and Russian equipment were
going into Egypt. That was well known. It was also known they
were going into Syria, though not in the quantities in which they
have been going there in recent weeks. It was our impression
at that time that the Russian arms going into Egypt were for
the purpose of strengthening the Egyptian army. It 1s probably
also true that Russian technicians went in with those arms,
We did not know and we had no reason to believe.that these arms
were going into Egypt for any other purpose at that time than to
strengthen the Egyptian army for use in military operations,
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