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Introduction by Kathleen Rasmussen, Office of the Historian, U.S. Department of State1

 

 

n Pearson's Peacekeepers:  Canada and the United Nations Emergency Force, Michael 
Carroll examines a subject dear to the hearts of many Canadians, that of the United 
Nations Emergency Force (UNEF). Generally acknowledged as the first United Nations 

(UN) peacekeeping force, UNEF was created in 1956 in the wake of the Israeli-British-
French invasion of Egypt during the Suez crisis. Initially conceived as a means of facilitating 
the withdrawal of foreign troops from Egyptian soil, UNEF remained in Egypt for more than 
a decade as a deterrent against the resumption of Egyptian-Israeli hostilities. Canadian 
diplomats and soldiers played a prominent role in the history of UNEF; so prominent, in 
fact, that Lester Pearson, then Canada’s Secretary of State for External Affairs, received the 
Nobel Peace Prize in 1957 for his contribution to the force’s creation. This recognition, 
Carroll observes, “cast long shadows, especially in Canada.”2 As Carroll puts it later in the 
book, “As a result of UNEF’s initial success, and Pearson’s Nobel Prize, Canadians came to 
view peacekeeping as their national role.”3

 
   

In an effort to expand our understanding of the significance of this episode, particularly for 
Canadians, Carroll moves beyond the first blush of UNEF’s success to consider the force’s 
history as a whole, from its creation in 1956 to its dissolution in 1967. His book's first three 
chapters detail the origins of the Suez crisis and UNEF’s creation in response to it. Chapters 
four and five discuss how the United Nations paid for its new peacekeeping force, a 
question that was left unanswered at the force’s creation. The sixth and seventh chapters 
explore UNEF’s experiences on the ground and the many internal and external challenges it 
faced while stationed in Egypt. The final chapter examines the end of UNEF, which came 
not because peace was at hand, but because Egypt requested its withdrawal during the 
period of rising tensions that eventually erupted into war in the Middle East in June 1967.   

 
Five scholars contributed reviews to this roundtable: Duane Bratt (Mount Royal 
University), Adam Chapnick (Canadian Forces College), Daryl Copeland (University of 
Toronto; University of Southern California), Julie Gilmour (McMaster University), and Alan 
James (Independent Scholar). All of them praise Carroll’s research, which he conducted in 
archives in Canada, the United States, and the United Kingdom. Carroll also interviewed a 
number of Canadian diplomats and soldiers; it is here that both Bratt and Copeland are left 
wanting more (Bratt notes the lack of interviews with non-Canadians, especially UN 
officials, while Copeland would have liked more testimony from UNEF soldiers). For her 
part, Gilmour is impressed by the amount of detail afforded by Carroll’s research, finding 
that his search for “answers to large international questions in the small acts that give 
reality to an organization like the United Nations” makes for a book with “a concrete 
quality that inspires confidence.”   

                                                        
1 The views expressed in this introduction by me are my own and are not necessarily those of the 

Department of State or the U.S. Government.  All information I present here is based on publicly available 
declassified sources. 

2 Michael K. Carroll, Pearson's Peacekeepers:  Canada and the United Nations Emergency Force 
(Vancouver and Toronto:  UBC Press, 2009), p. xvii. 

3 Carroll, p. 182. 

I 
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Reviewers also praise Carroll’s writing: Copeland, for example, calls it “consistently clear 
and concise.” In particular, James and Chapnick highlight Carroll's ability to make complex 
issues comprehensible to a wide audience: James reports that the chapters on UNEF’s day-
to-day operations are written in a “lively” and “vivid” style, while Chapnick suggests that 
“Carroll makes the mundane details of discussions around the financial support for UNEF 
understandable, and even interesting.” Chapnick also suggests, however, that at times 
Carroll adopts perhaps too colloquial a tone in order to make his writing more accessible.  

 
As indicated by its title, the primary concern of Pearson's Peacekeepers is the Canadian 
experience in UNEF. Many reviewers note that Carroll’s book arrives at a propitious time 
for Canadians. Chapnick suggests that Carroll’s detailed history of Canada's first 
peacekeeping foray should convince Canadian policymakers that peacekeeping poses many 
diplomatic and military challenges, that it “is neither easy nor peaceful.” Gilmour also 
highlights the book's depiction of the challenges of peacekeeping and suggests that 
Carroll's work is a valuable contribution to the contemporary debate over the role of the 
military in Canadian society. Copeland contends that “[a]nyone concerned about 
contemporary Canadian international policy will almost certainly find this volume of 
interest.” Indeed, Pearson's Peacekeepers prompted Copeland to think about “just how 
much things have changed” since the days of UNEF and to suggest that the Canada 
portrayed in Carroll’s book might be well suited for a world order increasingly 
characterized by heteropolarity. 

 
As to the story told in Pearson's Peacekeepers, Copeland and Chapnick both find that 
portions of the book do not break new analytical or historiographical ground; however, 
they contend that by examining UNEF's history from beginning to end, Carroll makes a 
valuable contribution to the scholarly literature.  Gilmour agrees, writing that Pearson's 
Peacekeepers “gives shape to a mission that is usually only discussed in the context of either 
its inception or failure.” Similarly, Bratt notes that, “[t]he years 1956 and 1967 are well-
known, but 1957-1966 are not and this is where Pearson’s Peacekeepers stands out.” As 
suggested by these comments, among the best known aspects of UNEF’s history is the story 
of its creation and, here, most reviewers accept Carroll's finding that Lester Pearson was 
the key player in getting UNEF off of the ground. One reviewer, however, wonders whether 
“the degree of credit [Pearson] has been given may have been a trifle excessive:”  citing 
evidence presented in Carroll's book and elsewhere, James posits that “Pearson's depiction 
as the hero of the hour look[s] a little bit fortuitous.” On a more general note, two reviewers 
suggest that Pearson’s Peacekeepers would have benefited from a larger sense of historical 
context: Chapnick wishes that Carroll had provided more biographical information on some 
of the book's key players, while Copeland, in keeping with his finding that the book “offers 
more by way of informed narrative than rigorous analysis,” says that Carroll might have 
profitably situated the Suez crisis and UNEF more firmly within the larger international 
political-economic currents of the time.  

 
Reviewers note that Carroll's book contributes not simply to our understanding of the 
history of Canada and UNEF, but to our understanding of the history of peacekeeping as a 
whole. Copeland, Chapnick, and Gilmour all praise the chapters on UNEF financing: for 
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Copeland it is “a fascinating study of multilateral bureaucratic politics;” for Chapnick and 
Gilmour, a story of great power politics.  Several reviewers, however, would have liked 
more context for this issue: Gilmour on the Soviet perspective; James on the origins of the 
financing debate; and Bratt on the relationship between UNEF's financing and that of the 
UN missions in the Congo and Cyprus. Both James and Chapnick commend Carroll's work 
on UNEF's day-to-day operations in Egypt; for James, this was the part of the book that he 
“found most interesting.” Bratt also notes Carroll's depiction of UNEF's many operational 
difficulties, observing that “many of its weaknesses would arise in many future operations;” 
Bratt's interest in the norms established by UNEF is similarly evident in his wish that 
Carroll had devoted more discussion to the development of the prohibition against the use 
of force in peacekeeping missions.  

 
The fact that UNEF was but the first of many UN peacekeeping missions suggests that it was 
seen as a success. However, in Pearson's Peacekeepers, Carroll concludes that UNEF's 
success was a partial one:  it kept the peace for a time, but ultimately failed to make that 
peace permanent. Carroll attributes part of this failure to UNEF's weak and ambiguous 
mandate, a conclusion that James contests, arguing that it is “totally unrealistic to imagine 
that a stronger resolution could have been obtained at the UN.  Or, if by some political 
miracle it had, that members would have been forthcoming with well armed contingents 
and resolute intent. Who, in 1956 or 1967, was willing to risk having to make war on 
Egypt?  Canada?” Carroll also attributes UNEF’s failure to a failure of diplomacy, a failure to 
use the decade that UNEF was on the ground in Egypt to secure peace in the Middle East; as 
Carroll observes, peacekeeping is not the same thing as peacemaking. Here is where Bratt 
suggests that Carroll could have usefully compared the UNEF experience with that of its 
successor, UNEF II; here too is where Gilmour looks forward to future work on the 
relationship between peacekeeping and peacemaking.  

 
In the end, all of the reviewers agree that Carroll has produced a valuable new work. For 
Chapnick, Pearson's Peacekeepers “is a definitive account of Canada's UNEF experience and 
an excellent case study for contemporary peacekeeping practitioners.” For Gilmour, it is “a 
well-conceived, well-researched, timely book.” James finds it to be a good case study of a 
style of peacekeeping that, although “rather out of fashion,” was, and could one day again 
be, an important means of conflict management. Bratt, observing that “UNEF was 
precedent-setting” for both Canada and the United Nations, asserts that “[t]his is a story 
that needs to be understood, and Pearson’s Peacekeepers helps us in that understanding.”  
Copeland concludes that, “when placed in the balance and measured against that most 
precious and non-renewable of resources – time – I found Pearson's Peacekeepers a book 
worthy of the investment.” 

 
Participants: 

 
Michael Carroll received his Ph.D. in History from the University of Toronto and is 
currently an instructor in the Department of Humanities at Grant MacEwan University in 
Edmonton, Canada. His research interests include Canadian political and diplomatic 
history, American foreign policy, and United Nations peacekeeping. He is currently working 
on a study of Canada’s involvement in Indochina from 1954 to 1973. A co-edited volume 
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with Greg Donaghy, entitled Serving the National Interest: Perspectives on the Department of 
External Affairs, 1909-2009, will be published by the University of Calgary Press in Fall 
2010; and he has a forthcoming book chapter, “Canada and Suez: The Diplomacy of 
Peacekeeping” in Suez 1956: Year of Crisis, ed. Ronald W. Pruessen, from the University of 
Toronto Press, 2010. 

 
Duane Bratt is an associate professor in the Department of Policy Studies at Mount Royal 
University (Calgary, Alberta). He is also an Associate with the Centre for Military and 
Strategic Studies at the University of Calgary. He was educated at the Universities of 
Windsor (BA 1991, MA 1992) and Alberta (Ph.D 1996). His primary teaching area is 
international relations, with specialties in the sub-fields of international organizations and 
Canadian foreign policy. His primary research interest is in the area of Canadian nuclear 
policy. Recent publications include: Prairie Atoms: The Opportunities and Challenges of 
Nuclear Power in Alberta and Saskatchewan (Canada West Foundation, 2008), The Politics 
of CANDU Exports (University of Toronto Press: Toronto, 2006), and co-editor, Readings in 
Canadian Foreign Policy: Classic Debates and New Ideas (Oxford University Press: Toronto, 
2006). He is currently working on a book entitled Canada and the Global Nuclear Revival.  

 
Adam Chapnick is an associate professor of defence studies at the Royal Military College of 
Canada and the deputy director of education at the Canadian Forces College. He is the 
author of The Middle Power Project: Canada and the Founding of the United Nations (2005) 
and Canada’s Voice: The Public Life of John Wendell Holmes (2009). 

 
Daryl Copeland is an author, educator and analyst who specializes in diplomacy, global 
issues, public management and international policy. He is the author of Guerrilla 
Diplomacy: Rethinking International Relations (Lynne Rienner Publishers, July, 2009). From 
1981 – 2009 he served as a Canadian diplomat with postings in Thailand, Ethiopia, New 
Zealand and Malaysia. He is now Senior Fellow at the University of Toronto’s Munk Centre 
for International Studies and Research Fellow at the University of Southern California’s 
Center on Public Diplomacy. Responsibility for the views expressed here is his alone. For 
more commentary and information  www.guerrilladiplomacy.com  

 
Julie F. Gilmour is the L.R. Wilson Postdoctoral Research Fellow at McMaster University, 
Hamilton, Ontario, where she teaches the Canadian History Survey. She earned her MA in 
Soviet History at the University of Chicago and her PhD in Canadian History at the 
University of Toronto. A monograph based on her thesis is forthcoming from UBC Press 
entitled “The Kind of People Canada Wants”: Canada and the Displaced Persons, 1943-1953.  

 
Alan James taught International Relations in Britain at the London School of Economics 
(1957-1973) and Keele University (1974-1998). His research interests focused on two 
areas: international society, and international peacekeeping. On the former he wrote 
Sovereign Statehood. The Basis of International Society (1986), co-authored A Dictionary of 
Diplomacy (2001, second edition 2003), edited The Bases of International Order (1973), and 
co-edited States in a Changing World (1993). On peacekeeping his major publications were 
two general books, The Politics of Peacekeeping (1969) and  Peacekeeping in International 
Politics (1990), both for the (International) Institute for Strategic Studies; and two archive-  

https://exchangeweb.csun.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=b8aec58201194cd1b48d36db45341e77&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.guerrilladiplomacy.com�
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and interview-based books, Britain and the Congo Crisis, 1960-63 (1996) and Keeping the 
Peace in the Cyprus Crisis of 1963-64 (2002). As part of his research he visited a number of 
peacekeeping operations, including UNEF.  

 
Kathleen Rasmussen has worked as a historian at the Office of the Historian, U.S. 
Department of State, since August 2002, where she has completed two volumes in the 
Foreign Relations of the United States series, one on U.S. foreign economic policy from 1973 
to 1976 and the other on U.S. relations with Western Europe during that same period. 
Currently, she is working on a volume on the Carter administration’s foreign economic 
policy. Since July 2009, she has also served as Chief of the Asia and General Division at the 
Office of the Historian. In addition, she is a Professorial Lecturer in History at The George 
Washington University, where she teaches a course on U.S. diplomatic history. 
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Review by Duane Bratt, Mount Royal University 

 
earson’s Peacekeepers, adapted from Michael Carroll’s PhD dissertation at the 
University of Toronto, is a comprehensive case study of the United Nations 
Emergency Force (UNEF) in the Suez from 1956-1967. It has two core objectives. 

First, it provides a detailed analysis of the first United Nations peacekeeping operation. 
Second, it describes Canada’s contribution to UNEF. In the process, Carroll attempts to 
show how UNEF led to the creation of the Canadian peacekeeping myth.  
 
The structure, fitting a history monograph, is linear. It begins with the roots of the Suez 
crisis; Egyptian President Gamal Nasser’s military cooperation with the Soviet bloc, his 
annexation of the Suez Canal, and the subsequent military intervention by British, French, 
and Israeli forces. The Suez crisis, as Carroll explains, can only be put in the context of Cold 
War politics and rising Arab nationalism. After setting the scene, Carroll goes on to describe 
how Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs Lester Pearson invented peacekeeping 
at the United Nations. Carroll follows this up with chapters on UNEF’s financing, its 
activities over the decade in the field, and its forced withdrawal (leading to the Six Day 
War). A concluding chapter places UNEF in the context of UN peacekeeping and Canada’s 
participation in peacekeeping operations.  
 
Carroll, befitting a successful PhD dissertation, conducted extensive research. There was 
archival work in Canada, the United States, the United Kingdom, and at the United Nations. 
He also interviewed a number of participating Canadian officials and soldiers. 
Unfortunately, there were no non-Canadian interviewees. The absence, in particular, of UN 
officials was a notable omission. Carroll also did a good job of canvassing the secondary 
literature.  
 
For the most part, Carroll is successful in his first objective of compiling a history of UNEF. 
The story of the beginning and the end of UNEF has been told often, but Carroll provides a 
nice summary. The years 1956 and 1967 are well-known, but 1957-1966 are not and this is 
where Pearson’s Peacekeeping stands out. Carroll provides a detailed account of UNEF’s 
performance in the field, the near crises that were averted, the day to day challenges, and 
also some of the flavor of the mission. UNEF not only had to keep the Egyptians and Israelis 
separated, but also had to relate to the Bedouins and Egyptian civilians and handle the 
environmental challenges of sand, heat, and scorpions.  
 
UNEF was the first peacekeeping operation and many of its weaknesses would arise in 
many future operations. Carroll documents the problems of language difficulties, 
transportation  
and logistical issues, the lack of professionalism by some of the national contingents (in this 
case the Brazilians and Yugoslavians), an unclear mandate, an emergency deployment that 
lasted multiple years, a lack of financial and military resources, and a forced evacuation 
from the field.  
 

P 
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The financing of UNEF is an important part of the story because the UN had not really 
figured out how to pay for the operation before it was deployed. Therefore it was 
reasonable for Carroll to dedicate significant space to this issue, but he went overboard by 
spending two chapters (a quarter of the book). Carroll felt the need to extend his discussion 
of UNEF’s funding to include the related issues of the funding of all peacekeeping missions 
and UN financing in general. Yet despite this attention, Carroll still misses some key aspects 
of the peacekeeping financing debate. Much of the problems with the financing of 
peacekeeping problems were due, not to UNEF, but to the 1960-1964 operation in the 
Congo. To be fair, Carroll acknowledges this, but he does not explain why the Congo 
operation was so expensive or problematic. He should have pointed out that the Congo 
operation was substantially larger than UNEF (20, 000 troops compared to 6, 000), used 
force much more aggressively, and was not supported by two Security Council Permanent 
members (France and Soviet Union). Carroll also omits the fact that the peacekeeping 
operation in Cyprus (which began in 1964) was forced to exclusively rely on voluntary 
contributions because of the funding controversy.  
 
Carroll assesses the success of UNEF using two simple criteria: “the length of time the 
peace is kept, or by whether a lasting peace is created.” (183) He decides to use the first 
criteria and concludes that “UNEF was very successful…By interposing UN peacekeepers 
between warring factions, the immediacy of the situation was defused, regional and ethnic 
conflicts were checked from spreading, and lives were saved.” (187-188) However, he 
acknowledges that by failing to combine diplomatic peace-making efforts with the military 
peacekeeping operation, UNEF failed to contribute to a lasting peace. Here is where a 
greater contrast could have been made with the UNEF II operation that was established in 
the aftermath of the 1973 Yom Kippur War. UNEF II was combined with the Camp David 
negotiations that U.S. President Jimmy Carter brokered between Egyptian President Anwar 
Sadat and Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin. This has led to a lasting peace between 
Egypt and Israel. UNEF II also codified a permanent financing formula that required the 
permanent members of the Security Council and large developed states to pay a higher 
percentage for peacekeeping than they did for the regular U.N. budget.  
 
UNEF led to the establishment of a set of principles to govern UN peacekeeping. These 
were: 1) organized and authorized by the United Nations; 2) provided with sufficient 
military and financial resources by the member states; 3) acting impartially; 4) having the 
consent of the state’s involved; and 5) minimum use of force. The legal and practical 
importance of Egyptian consent, both in the creation and termination of UNEF, was amply 
explained. So were the problems posed by the absence of Israeli consent which precluded 
UNEF troops on Israeli soil. Most of the other principles, in various degrees of detail, were 
also detailed. A major exception was the requirement for using force in self-defence only. 
The decision to arm UNEF was precedent-setting. The debate over its rules of engagement 
was similarly important. While Carroll makes occasional reference to UNEF troops being 
fired upon and not responding he includes no detailed analysis of the use of force issue.  
 
Carroll’s second objective was to identify Canada’s contribution to UNEF. Pearson, as his 
Nobel Peace Prize attests, was instrumental in the creation of UNEF. As Carroll makes clear, 
Pearson’s motivations were less about idealistic liberal internationalism and more about 
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cold calculated national interest realism. Pearson’s primary concern was about preventing 
a permanent rift between its two most important allies: the United Kingdom and the United 
States. The Eisenhower Administration was outraged by what it saw as the British colonial 
mentality in the Middle East. Similarly, the government of Anthony Eden blamed the 
Americans for failing to appreciate the economic significance of the Suez Canal to the 
British. The Soviets, who were providing military support to Nasser and were in the midst 
of a concurrent invasion of Hungary, were eager to exploit the rift among the Western 
alliance. Peacekeeping was a tool designed to prevent great power conflict over the 
tensions in the Middle East.  
 
There was more to Canada’s UNEF contribution than just Pearson’s idea. The first Force 
Commander was Canadian General E.L.M Burns. After Nasser objected, understandably, to 
a Canadian infantry unit entitled the Queen’s Own Rifles, Canada was convinced to send a 
signals unit. In fact, Canada’s major contribution to UNEF was to run UNEF’s headquarters 
and provide the essential logistical, engineering, and signaling tail. In previous conflicts 
(World Wars I & II, Korea), Canada was the junior partner relying on U.S. or U.K. military 
headquarters, but in the Suez, Canada would assume the dominant leadership role. As 
Carroll rightly points out, “Canada was one of a limited number of nations that had the 
ability and expertise to provide such troops.” (186) Carroll builds on this by showing how 
its contribution to UNEF gave birth to UN peacekeeping becoming a quintessential 
Canadian Myth. Peacekeeping was not initially viewed in an overwhelmingly positive light 
by Canadians. Pearson’s Peacekeepers shows how Opposition Leader John Diefenbaker, the 
rest of the Progressive Conservative party, significant elements of public opinion, and much 
of the press, asserted that Canada was stabbing Britain in the back. Yet, over time, UNEF 
became less and less controversial, so that by 1967 there was outrage in Canada when 
Egypt demanded the withdrawal of the Canadian contingent. The explanation for the shift 
in the Canadian mindset is that the operation was viewed as successful and Canada’s role 
was seen as crucial to that success. 
 
UNEF was precedent-setting. Not just for the UN, but for Canada as well. This is a story that 
needs to be understood, and Pearson’s Peacekeepers helps us in that understanding. 
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Review by Adam Chapnick, Canadian Forces College 

 
anada’s political elite are prone to telling voters that peacekeeping is a national 
vocation. Never meant to be a war-loving country, many often say, Canada is 
naturally suited to multilateral, United Nations-led, co-operative efforts to protect 

and preserve the international order. Historically, this depiction has some merit. Secretary 
of State for External Affairs Lester B. Pearson was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for his 
diplomatic efforts to resolve the Suez Crisis of 1956. In 1988, when UN peacekeepers 
collectively won the same peace prize, Canada could boast of having participated in every 
UN peacekeeping mission in history, and of having contributed more peacekeepers than 
any country in the world. Since the end of the Cold War, however, the Canadian 
commitment has waned significantly, leaving many to yearn for the glories of times past. 
Michael Carroll’s excellent case study of the UN’s first significant peacekeeping mission 
puts memories of the good times through a rigorous test, and finds them only somewhat 
unfounded. His impressive, multi-national, multi-archival research legitimizes claims of 
Canadian leadership and expertise, but also provides a nuanced, critical assessment of the 
role and impact of peacekeeping more generally.   

 
For Carroll, the historical importance of the first United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) 
is less its direct impact on the state of world affairs in the Middle East than it is its effect on 
contemporary understandings of the institution of U.N. peacekeeping. His book is aimed at 
contemporary policymakers as much as it is students of history and foreign affairs; he 
wants practitioners, and Canadians in particular, to recognize the challenges of 
peacekeeping, and to set their expectations of its ultimate utility in conflict resolution 
realistically. Forces like UNEF can only work when the opposing sides want them to, and 
even then, the success of peacekeeping missions depends on the quality of their 
composition and the extent of their financial support from the international community. 
Without the institutional backing, Carroll argues, “peacekeeping is little more than a 
temporary, albeit worthy, interruption in conflict.” (190) Carroll is less interested in 
engaging in historiographical debates, at least explicitly, but that decision is reasonable in 
this case. Detailed forays into the writings of previous analysts would have detracted from 
this text’s accessibility, negating its potential impact on policy makers and political 
advisors. 

 
The book is divided into eight chapters, but might more easily be understood as comprising 
four relatively discrete themes: the establishment of UNEF, the funding of the peacekeeping 
force, the experience of the peacekeepers on the ground, and the collapse of the mission. 
Canada plays a notable role in all four parts, although much more of one in the first three. 
Carroll’s summary of the events leading up to the establishment of UNEF will shock 
Canadian romantics, but will not be overly revealing to more serious analysts. He notes, for 
instance, that Secretary of State for External Affairs Pearson planned to include British and 
French soldiers – the very individuals who had illegally attempted to repossess the Suez 
Canal after having conspiring with the Israelis to attack Egypt – in the original force. He had 
also envisioned a force with a strong mandate, including the ability to violate the 
sovereignty of the involved states. What became UNEF was therefore a compromise, 

C 
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drafted in large part by American officials in New York but presented as a Canadian 
proposal for reasons of political expediency. Canada’s conduct throughout the negotiations 
was consistent with its national interests and was focused as much on preserving harmony 
among its allies as it was on bringing permanent peace to the Middle East. The argument 
that Carroll makes, and the evidence that he uses to make it, are critical to students of 
Canadian foreign and public policy not, then, because they are new, but rather because they 
are comprehensive, appropriately-documented, and clearly laid out. His book provides the 
best summary available, from a Canadian perspective, of the origins of UNEF and should be 
referred to extensively in courses on Canadian external relations and the origins of 
peacekeeping more generally. 

 
For students of the history of Canadian foreign policy, sections two and three will be the 
most revealing. Carroll makes the mundane details of discussions around the financial 
support for UNEF understandable, and even interesting. He notes, rightly, that the difficulty 
in convincing members of the UN community to fund peacekeeping initiatives was never 
about the money; rather, it was a question of power.  The Soviet Union refused to allow 
Western states to dictate their financial decisions and priorities, and forcing the West to 
fund UN peacekeeping initiatives on its own was an effective way of making Moscow’s 
point clear. Carroll notes Canada’s leadership efforts in attempting to reconcile the two 
sides, its commitment to the principle of collective responsibility, and its relative 
powerlessness when the Great Powers refused to cooperate. 

 
When he turns to the peacekeepers’ experience on the ground, Carroll demonstrates an 
impressive ability to render the language and the culture of the military accessible to a non-
specialized audience. He makes a compelling case for the added value that Canadian 
personnel brought to the mission, noting the importance of their particular expertise at the 
less recognized levels: “it was the signals, logistics, engineering, and service troops that 
held UNEF together” he notes convincingly. (186) His observations on the challenges faced 
by multinational, multicultural forces more generally are also insightful. 

 
Carroll’s description of the end of UNEF again does not necessarily break new 
historiographical ground, but it is helpful nonetheless. It is rare, in the Canadian literature 
in particular, to deal with the history of the emergency force in its entirety. Canadians can 
easily recall Pearson’s triumph, but most would be hard-pressed to explain how and why 
the mission ended so ignominiously.   

 
The book’s message to policymakers is a reasonable one. Peacekeeping is neither easy nor 
peaceful. It is a political process that requires multilateral co-operation, compromise, and 
an international commitment to conflict resolution. It is by no means a distinctly Canadian 
vocation, but there are reasons to believe that Canadian military personnel are well-suited 
to dealing with some of the inevitable challenges associated with U.N. missions. This is not 
to say that Canada should automatically accept future requests from the Security Council, 
only that when a mission is deemed to be in the country’s national interest, Ottawa should 
not hesitate to participate. 
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The only notable weaknesses in the text are fairly common among books that have been 
developed from Ph.D. theses: language and context.  In his efforts to make the book more 
accessible, Carroll appears to have sacrificed some of the professionalism typically evident 
in his prose. The book is too full of colloquialisms for the type of subject matter that it 
covers.  At times, the vocabulary is jarring, and detracts from the overall tone. Carroll’s 
efforts to write accessibly are also constrained by his strict faithfulness to the documents. 
Readers of Pearson’s Peacekeepers need to know more about Lester Pearson, Tommy 
Burns, and Dag Hammarskjöld at the individual level. Burns in particular emerges as a hero 
in the text, but readers are not provided with sufficient information about his background 
to understand his motivation. When Carroll revised his dissertation for publication, he 
might have spent more time on the biographical aspect and less on the accessibility of his 
writing. He writes extremely well. It is the story that is not always complete. 

 
Nonetheless, there is no question that Pearson’s Peacekeepers makes a critical contribution 
to Canadian and international history. The scope of Carroll’s research is impressive, and his 
conclusions are convincing. The book is a definitive account of Canada’s UNEF experience 
and an excellent case study for contemporary peacekeeping practitioners.   
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Review by Daryl Copeland, Senior Fellow, Munk Centre for International Studies, University 
of Toronto; Research Fellow, Center on Public Diplomacy, University of Southern California 

 
Pearson's Peacekeepers: Revisiting Suez in the Age of Heteropolarity  
 

nyone concerned about contemporary Canadian international policy will almost 
certainly find this volume of interest. The book lays out in considerable detail the 
developments which led to the creation of the United Nations Emergency Force 

(UNEF), chronicles ably its deployment and operations, and sets out some of the 
implications for consideration by scholars and policy-makers. 
 
The research is comprehensive and of good quality, although more interviews with actual 
participants in the mission could have added a useful retrospective dimension. The style is 
clean and the writing consistently clear and concise. The main argument -- that Canada did 
a commendable job of initiating the peacekeeping effort and then, under difficult 
circumstances, contributed in important ways to its implementation -- seems unassailable. 
Even if the thesis is not entirely groundbreaking in its originality, the sheer act of pulling 
together all of the supporting material and then documenting the principal events and 
reconstructing the main challenges renders the project worthwhile in itself. 
 
Pearson's Peacekeepers offers more by way of informed narrative than rigorous analysis. 
Apart from the broad contention that Canada, Pearson, and, especially, the Canadian 
military acquitted themselves admirably, readers are not offered much by way of a larger 
assessment or contextualization set in terms of the global political economy of that era, or 
the present. More might have been achieved had those sorts of perspectives been 
broached.   
 
The Suez episode represented one of the final expressions of the European colonial 
impulse, and perhaps the last gasp of great power pretense on the part of the United 
Kingdom and France. Yet little is said about the meaning or longer-term consequence of 
this fundamental shift in power and influence across the Atlantic towards the United States, 
nor about how the events in the Middle East impacted upon the machinations, and eventual 
outcome of the Cold War. This was, after all, a turnbuckle point in the world's recent 
political history.  By way of comparison to the early twenty-first century, I see it as roughly 
similar in strategic and geopolitical consequence to the rising prominence of the Asia-
Pacific generally, and China and India in particular. Some attention to this type of high-level 
evaluation could have sharpened the relevance of the study to those concerned with 
understanding the big picture patterns of world order in the present day.  
 
On, then, to some specific points. Carroll states that in 1957 "...Canada turned to niche 
diplomacy to define its place in the world." (72) I find that observation about forty years 
premature. To give few examples of major Canadian initiatives in the interim: leading the 
international campaign to end apartheid in southern Africa and indefinitely extending the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty; organizing the Cancun and Rio Summits; negotiating continental 
free trade and the pacts to reduce acid rain and ozone depletion; Trudeau's 1971 opening 

A 
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towards China and 1984 effort to bring the world back from the brink of nuclear war, and; 
securing the "Open Skies" agreement do not in my view constitute niche projects. It was 
only following the drastic cuts associated with Program Review in the mid-nineties that 
Canada fundamentally down-sized its international ambitions, but even with that, this 
country produced the Treaty to Ban Land Mines; the International Criminal Court; major 
initiatives on child soldiers,  children in conflict, small arms, and "blood diamonds", the 
latter which led to the Kimberly Process, and; launched the International Commission on 
State Sovereignty and  Humanitarian Intervention, which resulted in the widespread 
adoption a few years later of the Responsibility to Protect doctrine. Taken together, these 
achievements were skillfully, and, for the most part, retrospectively packaged as the 
Human Security Agenda, and Canada has been riding on the inertia generated by that burst 
of international policy activism ever since.   
 
Chapters Four and Five, which examine closely the issue of funding for the United Nations 
Emergency Force, offer a fascinating study of multilateral bureaucratic politics. 
 
The general characterization of the Bedouin tribespeople, however, and particularly the 
sketches presented on pp.146-48, come perilously close to the neo-colonial: "The local 
sheiks quickly learned it was in their best interests to work with the UNEF, rather than 
against it." Or: "Bedouin always seemed to know where the mines were, and for a pack of 
cigarettes would sit on the hood of a jeep to direct patrols through uncharted territory." 
The impression left with the reader is one of cross-cultural patronization. 
 
Caroll states in his conclusion that since Suez: "... successive governments... have 
contributed to almost all UN peacekeeping missions." (182) Even if technically true, this 
statement seems to me at minimum misleading, as Canada long ago ceased to be a 
significant participant in multilateral peacekeeping. He does get to that, a few pages later 
(185), and in a rather apologetic manner which flatly contradicts the initial statement. 
More surprisingly, Carroll then posits that: "Since UNEF, peacekeeping has become the 
most visible activity of the Canadian Forces." (185) I would suggest that peacekeeping has 
been of demonstrably diminishing prominence in the overall mix Canadian defence policy 
priorities for decades. In the three years since General Hillier engineered the wholesale 
switch to the aggressive pursuit of war-fighting and counterinsurgency in Afghanistan, it 
would seem to me that Canada's once-cherished  peacekeeping ethic and tradition has been 
dispatched - with extreme prejudice. Afghanistan, however, does not get mentioned until p. 
187, where it is described charitably as: ...a peace enforcement operation where there is no 
peace to keep."  I found these observations rather puzzling, and not necessary to sustain his 
main arguments. 
 
Still, the volume cannot but stimulate a degree of useful reflection on just how much things 
have changed in the intervening half century. As the Suez crisis deepened, and in the face of 
Angle-French bellicosity, it was the United States who was seeking a peaceful resolution to 
the dispute through diplomacy and the use of multilateral channels: "The United States, 
however, preferred to work through the UN... " (52)  It was none other than President 
Eisenhower, whose prescient warning about the rising domestic prominence if the 
military-industrial complex later proved so accurate, who said "... we do not accept the use 
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of force as a wise and proper instrument for the settlement of international disputes." 
(27)  At that time, Israel, too, deferred to the UN and "... preferred... to accord diplomacy its 
due." (168) When contrasted against the events of the past decade, and especially Israel's 
invasion of Lebanon, its incursion into Gaza, and the disastrous foreign policy objectives 
pursued by the Bush administration, these examples illustrate a near complete reversal of 
roles in the intervening years.  
 
Nowhere is the contrast between then and now more vivid than in the case of Canada's 
influence and contribution. Fifty years ago, there was a widely-shared conviction that this 
country could play a useful part in addressing on major international issues, and could 
make a difference in determining the course of events. This book provides rich testament 
to that - now strikingly distant - reality.   
 
That thought, among others, was on my mind November 9th in Berlin, where, with tens of 
thousands of others gathered at the Brandenburg Gate, I attended the commemorative 
ceremony organized to mark the 20th anniversary of the fall of the Berlin wall, the re-
unification of Germany and Europe, and the end of the Cold War. Like reading Pearson's 
Peacekeepers, being there evoked in me something akin to an out of body experience. 
 
If the rain dampened the numbers, it could not douse the spirit of the evening.  
 
Not even close.  
 
Gorbachev and Genscher. Medvedev and Merkel. Sarkozy. Brown.  Walesa. Secretary 
Clinton introducing a videogram from President Obama.  
 
Imagine. As a symbol of the new, integrated Europe, this was a breathtaking sight to 
behold. 
 
Amidst the speeches, music, fireworks and mulled wine, I found myself thinking, what does 
all of this mean for Canada? 
 
For the past few hundred years, international statesmanship has been concerned mainly 
with balancing power, first on a multi-polar continent, then in a bipolar world. In the days 
of Metternich and Castlereagh, the then vectors of national power - armies, navies, 
economies, populations, territories - were carefully calculated and then balanced. Alliances 
were made and treaties entered into express that balance, and so was world order 
fashioned.  
 
When imbalances occurred, negotiations usually resumed. If they failed, more often than 
not it was conflict which decided the new order, which was then again expressed in some 
form of compact.   
 
When the Cold War began, the balancing act continued, but this time it was predicated 
upon the possibility of the apocalypse, and the major players were the USA and the Soviet 
Union. The thinking was thermo-nuclear, and it was deterrence, containment, and the 
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certainty of mutually assured destruction which resulted in a very heavily militarized 
peace. It was a terrifying kind of stability, but still, the underlying dynamic was the same - 
because the sources of power were comparable and measureable, they could be balanced. 
 
And so they were. 
 
In the twenty-first century, none of this kind of thinking really works very well any more. 
The brief period of American uni-polarity flamed out in a violent starburst of shock and 
awe over Baghdad in 2004. But that does not, in my view, signal the much-heralded return 
to some kind of multipolarity. Why not? Because in the era of globalization, the principal 
vectors of power and influence are now both more geographically dispersed and, among 
and between themselves, fundamentally different in kind. Unlike in the previous eras, the 
heterogeneous nature of the competing poles renders them very difficult to compare, and 
even more difficult to balance.  
 
For instance, the USA will for the foreseeable future be the world's leading military power. 
Yet its economic and industrial hegemony is fading fast, a trend accelerated by the 
continuing financial crisis. Within a decade or two the mantle of economic leadership will 
have passed to the Asia-Pacific region generally, and to China in particular - with India not 
that far behind. Russia will be an energy and resource pole, a status complicated by its 
residual capacities as a former superpower. Brazil may also emerge as a pole, the exact 
nature of which remains unclear. So, too, with other countries and regions. 
 
And Europe? With its peace, prosperity, safe and livable cities, social safety net, excellent 
public infrastructure, rich historical heritage and thriving artistic and cultural life, Europa 
is very likely destined to lead the world in soft power, the power of attraction. In practice, 
then, the source of Europe's strength and the basis of its comparative advantage will be in 
the demonstration effect, in the ability to project its success internationally.  
 
The emergence of a hetero-polar world order will call for nuanced, and highly complex 
balancing between dynamic and highly-differentiated poles, and knowledge-driven 
problem solving to address common threats and challenges. Many of these, such as climate 
change, resource scarcity and pandemic disease, will be rooted in science and driven by 
technology.  
 
Unlike the case during the Suez crisis, defence departments, although they have been 
allocated the lion's share of resources, as instruments of international policy are both too 
sharp, and too dull to provide these kinds of services. Diplomats, on the other hand, with 
their specialized cross-cultural, linguistic and political communications skills can, and 
indeed must. 
 
So... As I was standing that night by the Brandenburg Gates, it occurred to me that Canada is 
ideally suited to that vocation. This country never had an empire, seeks dominion over no 
one, and carries little historical baggage. It has an extensive, if chronically under-resourced 
diplomatic network, good offices, and an enviable, however undeserved, reputation as a 
helpful, positive player in world affairs. Carroll's book contributes to that image. While 
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Canada will never again have the relative, and in many respects fleeting, power and 
influence which it enjoyed in the 1950s and 1960s, there is, nonetheless, a place, and 
perhaps even a need for this country to once more step up to the plate, as Pearson did, and 
engage.  
 
Pearson believed that talking was better than fighting, and that the simple act of "keeping 
discussions going" served a valuable purpose. (16) He enjoyed the full confidence, trust and 
respect of his boss, Prime Minister St. Laurent, who was entirely comfortable with allowing 
the foreign minister to get on with the management of his portfolio: "Do as you think best, I 
will support you here." (30) Canadian foreign policy in those days was non-partisan and 
based upon a broad national consensus: "The prime Minister... reassured delegates that the 
change of government in Ottawa did not signify ‘any change whatsoever in fundamental 
principles or attitudes...’" (60)   
    
All of this now seems so very long ago and far away. 
 
Last words?  I would have liked to see more analytical content, and found the tone a bit 
over the top in its near absolute adulation of the military as an institution, as illustrated 
especially, for instance, in Chapter Six. That said, when placed in the balance and measured 
against that most precious and non-renewable of resources - time - I found Pearson's 
Peacekeepers a book worthy of the investment. 
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Review by Julie F. Gilmour, McMaster University 

 
ichael K. Carroll’s new monograph, Pearson’s Peacekeepers: Canada and the United 
Nations Emergency Force, 1956-1967 has arrived in time to play an important role 
in what is becoming a significant public debate on the history, role and importance 

of Canada’s military. The ongoing NATO deployment of Canadian troops in Afghanistan and 
the question of extending the mission have placed the military prominently in the public 
eye.  The increased emphasis on military history in Citizenship and Immigration’s new 
guide, Discover Canada: the Rights and Responsibilities of Citizenship1

 

 suggests that the 
government is supportive of this shift away from an emphasis on 1990s “soft power” 
towards support for the growth of Canada’s armed forces. Canadians are rediscovering 
both the potential and the pitfalls of the nation’s military past: let us hope that the realities 
of peacekeeping that Carroll’s work reveals are part of this discussion.  

Pearson’s Peacekeepers is a close examination of the institutional, political and military 
context in which the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) was begun and 
implemented.  Carroll deftly argues that the open resolution emphasizing consensus that 
created the UNEF was both necessary and contributed to subsequent complications in its 
operation. This is not just a broad sweep of events; rather, it gets down to the nuts and 
bolts of financing, management, and maintenance of the UNEF.  As a result, Carroll’s 
account reveals the compromises and ad hoc solutions that formed practical peacekeeping 
in this period and reminds his reader that although the first peacekeeping force in Egypt 
ended badly, it was not because of the peacekeepers.  Carroll places responsibility for the 
UNEF’s failure directly with the diplomats. 

 
While the focus of this book is unashamedly on Canada and Canadians, Carroll’s work is a 
history of the entire operation, not just the UNEF’s establishment.  This makes it a fine 
addition to the Suez literature which has generally focussed on the diplomacy of the crisis 
itself. For example, while Geoffrey Pearson’s account of the history from his father’s 
perspective is required reading for anyone who wishes to understand Pearson’s role in 
these events2

 

, Carroll’s book is solidly grounded in the day-to-day workings of every level 
of the UN and its committees and tells the story until its “ignominious demise” in 1967. 
(188)  

Carroll is breaking new ground particularly in the area of the politics of funding 
peacekeeping.  His work convincingly argues that the question of how to pay for 
peacekeeping in Egypt and elsewhere became a significant site for cold war conflict. (75-6) 
His investigation of the disagreements over how the bills would be paid highlights real 
threats to UN authority in the 1950s and 1960s.  Although it is beyond the scope of this 
author’s interests here, further investigation into Soviet perceptions of these debates 

                                                        
1 The guide suggests enlistment in the Armed Forces as a potential career option for new immigrants 

and highlights Canada’s military in its study guide for citizenship. Discover Canada: the Rights and 
Responsibilities of Citizenship. http://www.scribd.com/doc/22475907/Discover-Canada 9, 17, 21-3 and 41.  

2 Geoffrey Pearson, Seize the Day: Lester B. Pearson and Crisis Diplomacy (Ottawa: Carleton University 
Press, 1993) 137-155. 
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beyond statements made in the General Assembly would be of great interest.  What were 
the Soviet strategic considerations at play in the debates over contributions to the UN in 
1964-5? 

 
Carroll argues that the UNEF peacekeepers worked effectively, loyally, and quietly under 
difficult conditions providing diplomats a decade to come up with a political solution; to 
engage in effective ‘peace-making.’ Further investigation of the useful but underdeveloped 
concept of peace-making is where more work by Carroll and others will be welcome.  
Carroll makes the claim that for Pearson peace-making “had to go along with 
peacekeeping.”(51) While for both Pearson and Carroll this seems to imply complex 
diplomatic solutions, the expectation that military units will be involved in peace-making 
has now become common. Carroll addresses this change briefly in his conclusion, but one 
hopes that in his future work he will tackle the question head on: What was, or is effective 
peace-making and can we expect the armed forces to act as front line peace-makers?  

 
In contrast to this contemporary slippage between peacekeeping and peace-making, we 
can see in Carroll’s work that Pearson’s view of the role of the armed forces deployed 
under UNEF was relatively clear. It was expected that they would police an existing 
ceasefire and give the diplomats a chance to come to a political settlement. (51)  These 
were units sent not just to observe, but to occupy some middle ground between talk and 
war. (28 and 35) Under these circumstances, Canada’s forces in 1956 were in a unique 
position to contribute. Canada’s was a well-armed, well-stocked, well-managed, and skilled 
force. (182) Canada’s diplomats, particularly Pearson, were respected and the country held 
a relatively inoffensive diplomatic position being members of  the Commonwealth and 
NATO but also perceived to be able to act outside of the great power struggles of the 
Security Council. Critically, however, they were present with the permission of one of the 
belligerents, the Egyptian government, and were not required to enforce peace.  

 
Michael Carroll has written a well-conceived, well-researched, timely book. It gives shape 
to a mission that is usually only discussed in the context of either its inception or failure. 
Carroll is not afraid of seeking answers to large international questions in the small acts 
that give reality to an organization like the United Nations. This gives his work a concrete 
quality that inspires confidence.   
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Review by Alan James, Independent Scholar  

 
ester Pearson, then Canada’s external affairs’ minister, was closely associated with 
the establishment in the 1956 Suez crisis of the United Nations Emergency Force 
(UNEF) – the organisation’s first peacekeeping force. Hence the snappy title of this 

book. However, as the sub-title indicates, the book focuses on Canada and UNEF, and what 
the author does is to examine various aspects of this broad theme: the background to the 
crisis; the November decision to establish UNEF; the problem of paying for the Force; the 
troublesome business of getting Canadians into the Force; what they did when they got 
there; and the withdrawal of the Force, when the Canadians once again received some 
unwanted publicity. The research on all these matters is careful, and the resultant book 
throws valuable light on some corners of Canadian foreign policy and, especially, on the 
operational experiences of one of UNEF’s contingents. 

  
On Pearson’s responsibility for the creation of UNEF, and in accord with what quickly 
became and remained the orthodox response, Carroll does not stint in assigning praise. 
Pearson “had given the world pause....had found a way out of a particular international 
crisis.” (xvii) It is not my intention to cast doubt on Pearson’s huge efforts in that direction, 
but I do throw out the idea that the degree of credit he has been given may have been a 
trifle excessive. When the General Assembly first called for a cease fire, Canada abstained, 
arguing that the resolution was insufficiently positive: it should, Pearson said, also have 
made provision for a UN force to maintain the peace while a long-term settlement was 
being worked out. Carroll tells of Canadian diplomatic efforts towards this end; of Pearson 
being asked by Henry Cabot Lodge, the American representative to the UN, if he would 
sponsor a draft resolution prepared in the State Department; and of him successfully 
presenting a virtually identical draft to the Assembly. This called for a force to “secure and 
supervise the cessation of hostilities” - a less ambitious scheme, it will be noted, than the 
one Pearson had originally wanted. To my mind this series of events does marginally 
qualify the picture of Pearson as UNEF’s sole creator. And I think the same conclusion is 
pointed to by something Carroll does not mention: that Lodge says he was asked by the 
State Department simply to find someone suitable to sponsor its draft. He thought of 
Canada and Brazil, and happened first to bump into Pearson.1

 

  Evidently neither State nor 
Lodge thought of Pearson as the absolutely essential man if a UN force was to be mounted. 
This, to my eyes, makes Pearson’s depiction as the hero of the hour look a little bit 
fortuitous.  

From the very start UNEF ran into financial difficulties, in the sense that the UN could not 
raise the sums which were required to meet the bills – most of which were meanwhile 
being met by the states whose contingents made up the Force. (Originally ten in number, 
they were reduced within a year to seven.) For, although the UN asserted the principle of 
collective financial responsibility for this large peacekeeping expense, a number of states 
refused, explicitly or implicitly, to contribute. The most prominent (in every way) of the 
backsliders were the Soviet Union and its satellites, who justified their stance with more 

                                                        
1 Henry Cabot Lodge, The Storm Has Many Eyes, 132. 
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than one reason. But it seems to me that at bottom the Soviets were saying that, being in a 
minority in the UN, they were going to try to keep as much key business as they could away 
from the majority-voting General Assembly (which was levying the peacekeeping costs). 
Hence their claim that as peacekeeping related to peace and security, paying for it should 
be in the hands of the Security Council, where they had a veto. If that was not agreed (they 
seemed to imply), they would just not play ball. Carroll does not give any hint as to whether 
External Affairs’ private calculations also went along this line. In his two chapters on 
financing (which make up a quarter of the book) the roots of the problem are not 
examined, and attention is mostly focused on Canada’s efforts to get agreement on how to 
meet the deficits and how in future such deficits might be avoided (or at least lessened). In 
this cause Canadian diplomats slogged away, as diplomats must, and got nowhere.  One of 
them (William Barton) told Carroll, in colourful terms, that so far as the developing 
countries were concerned not much cash was going to come in anyway (it is unclear 
whether he also thought that at the time) (p. 77). But one wonders whether there was any 
expectation that substantially more could be obtained from the wealthier delinquents. 
Carroll quotes a UN speech by a Canadian representative (General Burns – until recently 
UNEF’s Commander) which seems potentially optimistic in this regard, in that he more or 
less says that the financing problem was the result of procedural error (this doubtless 
being a reference to the special account which was set up for UNEF, which was not part of 
the UN’s regular budget) (p. 64). Could he, and External Affairs, really have believed this, I 
wonder. Certainly the special account was cited as a ground for denying any obligatory 
financial responsibility.  But I have always assumed that it was never a genuine obstacle.  

 
The chapters I found most interesting were those dealing with the tasks and experiences of 
Canada’s UNEF contingent. The contingent was made up of two entirely separate parts. One 
was logistical and administrative, and was despatched with a view to providing support for 
the infantry battalion which Canada was on the point of sending. However, no sooner had 
the engineers, signallers, medics, clerks, and the rest arrived than they were told that they 
were also to make up the headquarters (HQ) staff of the whole Force (for which Canada 
also supplied an air unit). As it happened, the anticipated Canadian infantry failed to 
appear, on account of Egypt’s refusal to let the (Canadian) Queen’s troops patrol on 
Egyptian territory. But of course the initial HQ unit still needed substantial 
supplementation – which was not too fast in coming. Nonetheless, this element of the 
Canadian contingent was generally thought to have acquitted itself very well, which was 
especially gratifying given that Canada had not hitherto mounted a HQ unit of this size, and 
that the Force it serviced was extremely varied not only in cultural, religious, and linguistic 
terms, but also in the extent of its logistical preparedness. Carroll tells this part of his tale in 
a lively, interesting, and sometimes amusing fashion, including some illuminating remarks 
about other UNEF contingents and the relations of the Force with the host state and with 
Israel.  

 
Initially UNEF helped to ensure an uneventful Anglo-French withdrawal, and performed a 
similar function as the Israelis retraced their steps across the Sinai desert. Then, after some 
prevarication, Israel withdrew from the Gaza Strip (bounded by the 1949 Armistice 
Demarcation Line), and UNEF’s mandate was extended to allow it to supervise that Line 
and the rest of the Egyptian-Israeli border. This it did (on the Egyptian side only, as Israel 



H-Diplo Roundtable Reviews, Vol. XI, No. 15 (2010) 

22 | P a g e  
 

refused to allow it on her soil) for the next ten years. And this is where the second part of 
the Canadian contingent appears: a mobile reconnaissance squadron which (with some 
assistance from the air) kept an eye on part of the international frontier between the two 
states, which runs for about 190 kilometres from the southern end of the Strip to the head 
of the Gulf of Aqaba. In terms of incidents it was not an exacting mission, as the population 
on each side of this desert frontier was minimal, and crossings and other transgressions 
were relatively few. But in this flammable part of the world it was important that the 
Egyptian and Israeli armies should not have the opportunity to get face to face, and it was 
UNEF’s interposition which enabled them to keep honourably apart. In explaining how the 
Canadians executed their task, Carroll again tells a vivid and always interesting story, 
drawing valuably on military sources and interviews. And there are some good 
photographs. In some respects, however, I would have appreciated a little more 
information – for example, the size of the squadron, the location of the 56 kilometres it 
patrolled, the number of infringements with which it had to deal, and a map of its area.  

 
There are two or three slips. UNEF was hardly ‘left to languish in the Egyptian desert’, as 
most of it was in the heavily populated and cultivated Gaza Strip. (xxi) As each observation 
post along the edge of the Strip had to be visible from at least the next, and a number of 
watchtowers were also constructed (partly because of the cultivation), I was surprised to 
read that the posts were ‘generally just [covered] holes in the ground.’ (133) And the 
international frontier did not extend to Sharm-el-Sheikh. (133) While on this theme,. 
Carroll appears to have overlooked the fact that the reason for Canadians being, at first, 
‘nowhere to be found’ in the UN Truce Supervision Organization was that, until 1953, they 
were ineligible. (xviii) I find it hard to understand how the idea that the League of Nations 
mandate system was one in which ‘peace was imposed by an occupation force’ could have 
gained currency. (35) And Carroll is way off beam in saying that ‘when UNEF II was created 
in 1973...[it] was allowed free access along both sides of the Egyptian-Israeli border.’ (183)  

 
Finally, let me say something about UNEF’s contribution to the maintenance of peace. 
Carroll says that it ‘managed to help keep the peace in the Middle East for ten and a half 
years.’ (115) I entirely agree. It was a secondary activity in the sense that so long as the 
parties were peacefully disposed, it was able to give them valuable assistance in the 
implementation of their dispositions.  But he also says that its ‘consensual and voluntary 
nature...[caused] much of its trouble....It was in the wording of its mandate that its 
impotence began.’ (xix-xx) He adds that Pearson ‘later regretted not insisting on a stronger 
mandate and lamented...the need to respect Egypt’s sovereignty, which ultimately came at 
the expense of peace in the Middle East.’ (56) He then perhaps tries to square the circle by 
saying that ‘[w]ithin its flawed mandate, UNEF was very successful.’ (187) I am not sure 
that the circle can be squared in these terms, in that I do not see the mandate as in any way 
flawed. Of course it was ‘weak’, in the sense that it gave UNEF a secondary role. But I think 
it totally unrealistic to imagine that a stronger resolution could have been obtained at the 
UN. Or, if by some political miracle it had, that members would have been forthcoming with 
well armed contingents and resolute intent. Who, in 1956 or 1967, was willing to risk 
having to make war on Egypt? Canada? It did, indeed, in 1967 argue for a temporising 
response by the UN Secretary-General to Egypt’s request that the Force be withdrawn. But 
Canada also, as Carroll says, did ‘not attempt...to directly contest the issue of host-nation 
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consent’ (and let it be remembered that Pearson was Prime Minister at the time). (168) Nor 
did anyone else. 

 
It happens that nowadays the UNEF type of peacekeeping has rather gone out of fashion. 
But that does not detract from the fact that for several decades it was a valuable device, 
often helping to keep the peace. It could still do so. Those wanting to find out how it 
worked in one particular context should certainly go to Dr. Carroll’s book. They will learn 
much, and also be entertained.  
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Author’s Response by Michael K. Carroll, Grant MacEwan University, Edmonton, Canada 

 
t was a bit of a surprise when I was first approached about the idea of a roundtable 
discussion for Pearson’s Peacekeeper’s: Canada and the United Nations Emergency Force, 
1956-1967. When it seems that most Canadians can’t be bothered to take interests in 

their own foreign affairs, attention from abroad is all the more surprising. My thanks go out 
to Tom Maddux and the H-Diplo Editors for making a concerted effort to delve into the 
literature on Canadian international relations as previous and forthcoming roundtables on 
works by Robert Bothwell, Kevin Spooner, and David Webster attest. I would also like to 
thank the current reviewers, Duane Bratt, Adam Chapnick, Daryl Copeland, Julie Gilmour, 
and Alan James for their careful reading and thoughtful commentary related to Pearson’s 
Peacekeepers. They were all very generous and I am gratified that they liked the book and 
feel that it makes a worthwhile addition to the existing literature. 

 
This work benefited immensely from the willingness of former diplomats and 
peacekeepers who freely shared their time and memories; they assisted and enlightened 
me far beyond what made its way into the book. A couple of reviewers (Bratt and 
Copeland) would have liked to have seen more interviews, and I completely agree. If time 
and money were no object, I would still be doing interviews and this project would still be a 
work in progress. However, the difficulties of interviewing people who were involved with 
the Suez Crisis or served in UNEF, events which happened almost 50 years previously, 
meant that many had passed away, or were of advanced years when I conducted my 
research. The reality was also that UN Secretariat members no longer resided in New York, 
and diplomats moved from Ottawa and Washington. I spread my net as far as I could, and 
for the record I did interview former U.S. National Security Advisor Walt Rostow, and Geoff 
Murray, who though a Canadian, served for a time in the U.N. Secretariat. In addition to 
interviews I also utilized numerous oral histories preserved by the presidential libraries, 
the United Nations, and various archives. These also proved to be great resources, and here 
might be an appropriate place to make the case for the continuation of, and support for, 
oral history programs. There are some fantastic facilities and institutions which are making 
great strides to record and preserve our history, but there is always more that can be done 
in this regard. 

 
Alan James is correct in asserting that luck had a certain part to play in Lester Pearson, the 
Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs, becoming the hero of the hour. Had Henry 
Cabot Lodge, the American representative to the UN, opted to work with the Brazilian 
representative, it certainly would have had me produce a very different book – and the 
archival research would have been conducted in a much warmer climate which would have 
been welcomed. But part of Pearson’s genius, and I don’t use that word lightly because 
when it came to consensus building and working at the UN I think that Pearson was 
particularly skilled, was that upon arriving in New York early  in the evening of 2 
November 1956 he actively sought out Lodge. Pearson knew that American support for a 
peacekeeping initiative was imperative. I am also a little suspicious of Lodge’s memoirs, as 
one should be with any memoir. Lodge was not known to be one of Pearson’s biggest fans. 
The two had butted heads over the new members issue at the United Nations the previous 

I 
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year, though Lodge in his memoirs was gracious in acknowledging Pearson’s ability to 
instantly recognize the virtue and value of an American supported initiative.1

 

 Pearson then 
moved ahead with the issue, and for his part in helping to resolve the Suez Crisis and create 
the United Nations Emergency Force he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1957. 

It is important to stress, however, that Pearson did not work alone, nor was he the sole 
creator or inventor of peacekeeping. Pearson, of all people, was the first to recognize this. 
At home in Ottawa and in New York, Pearson was aided by a very capable cadre of 
diplomats from the Department of External Affairs, most notably Bert MacKay, John 
Holmes, and Geoff Murray who were the core of the Canadian Delegation to the United 
Nations. But it did not stop there. Collaboration with other national delegates at the UN, 
people like Henry Cabot Lodge, was crucial to UNEF’s inception. Credit must also be given 
to Dag Hammarskjold, the United Nations Secretary-General who was instrumental in 
getting UNEF on the ground, and General E.L.M. Burns, UNEF’s first commander, who 
fashioned military components from 10 different nations into a single, albeit peculiar, 
cohesive UN force. Was Pearson the single most important person in the equation? Perhaps 
not. But Pearson was in the right place at the right time, and most importantly, when the 
time came he knew what to do, whom to talk to, and how to get the ball moving at the 
United Nations. Others – Hammarskjold’s name is often inserted here – may have been 
equally or more deserving recipients of the Nobel prize. But it is important to note that it 
was neither dreams of glory nor international recognition which motivated Pearson, or any 
others involved with the Suez Crisis. The blood shed over Suez was bad enough, but there 
was a genuine fear at the time that the confrontation could erupt into a much larger 
dispute, one which pitted the superpowers of East and West, and their nuclear arsenals, 
directly against each other. The gulf which emerged between the United States and the 
United Kingdom also threatened to split NATO, the United Nations, and the 
Commonwealth, multilateral cornerstones of Canadian foreign policy. And this was to say 
nothing of the split in Canadian public opinion which the Suez Crisis brought to light.  For 
Pearson, bringing the Suez Crisis to a swift end was a crucial matter of Canadian national 
self-interest, pure and simple.  

 
Whether one likes it or not, the financial aspect and implications of UNEF are an important 
part of this story. When I started researching this project, I had absolutely no intention of 
writing about peacekeeping finance; and it was certainly despite my best efforts that I was 
pulled, sometimes kicking and screaming, where the documents led. I was astounded by 
the sheer volume of documentation in the Canadian archives devoted to the issue of United 
Nations finance. The amount of time and energy that Canadian diplomats dedicated to the 
finance question is still mindboggling. Duane Bratt contends that my coverage “went 
overboard,” but to do less, I feared, would obscure the issue. The financial woes of the 
United Nations in the 1950s and 1960s are dealt with in bits and pieces in the academic 
literature, but more often than not it is simply referred to as a fait accompli. Precisely 
because it was not dealt with elsewhere in the literature, I thought it important to detail the 
financial situation as it pertained to UNEF. Though, as Bratt rightly points out, UNEF’s 
finances were deeply entwined with the concurrent peacekeeping mission in the Congo 

                                                        
1 Henry Cabot Lodge, The Storm Has Many Eyes (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1973), 132. 
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(ONUC) and tangentially to the mission in Cyprus (UNFICYP). I do mention that the crux of 
the financial crisis lay with the more expensive and robust mission in the Congo which at 
its apex deployed more than 20,000 troops (79) but this obviously could have been done 
more clearly. My main motivation for not delving into the UN financial crisis with regards 
to other peacekeeping missions was simply an effort to remain focused on UNEF, and not 
go overboard and confuse the issue. Peacekeeping finance truly is a double edged sword; 
however, understanding the financial situation of the UN is crucial to understanding 
member nations’ support for the international organization.  

 
The use of force is an interesting issue, one which, admittedly, I did not deal with in any 
direct way. In many ways the arming of UNEF was precedent-setting as Bratt notes. 
However, even when provoked, UNEF rarely used their arms in recourse. Sure some bored 
Brazilian sentries took pot shots from their watchtowers at Bedouin campfires in the 
desert, and members of the Canadian recce squadron killed a camel, but when faced with 
serious opposition – and here I am thinking specifically of the case when Canadian Trooper 
R.H. Allen was killed in an Egyptian ambush – UNEF troops did not return fire. And had 
they done so it would most likely have only exacerbated the situation. Despite being lightly 
armed, there was little that UNEF could do in the face of determined opposition from either 
the Egyptian or Israeli armed forces. The events of 1967 are a testament of this. UNEF was 
not the robust force which Pearson or Burns had originally envisioned. The precedent of 
arming UN peacekeepers, nonetheless, was set, and became more applicable to later 
missions such as the Congo, or the more forceful peacekeeping endeavors of the late 1980s 
and early 1990s. There is certainly room for future work examining this evolution.  

 
The fact that Canada was not allowed to be part of the original peacekeeping mission in 
Palestine (UNTSO) is something I had not heard before, and if Professor James could 
provide me with some additional information it would be gratefully appreciated. My 
underlying point to this, however, which I think is still valid, is that Canada was not initially 
an enthusiastic peacekeeping nation. The Canadian cabinet, not to mention the military, 
was extremely reticent to deploy men to Kashmir (UNMOGIP) in 1949. Had it not been for 
the insistence of Lester Pearson, and Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent, Canada would not 
have initially supplied men for UNMOGIP. As it was, Canada only sent 4 peacekeepers, and 
that is how things remained until 1954 when another 4 peacekeepers were deployed to the 
Middle East with UNTSO. This is hardly a glorious beginning to the peacekeeping 
reputation that Canadians like to believe we have earned. It was not until the late 1950s 
that Canada, and Canadians, really became enamored with peacekeeping, and from there – 
at least in Canada – the importance of peacekeeping to Canada’s national identity took on a 
life of its own. When peacekeepers were collectively awarded the Nobel Prize in 1988, 
Canadians embraced it as if it were their own.  

 
Daryl Copeland takes issue with my idea that “since UNEF, peacekeeping has become the 
most visible activity of the Canadian Forces,” and admittedly I should have been clearer 
here. The timeframe I am specifically thinking of would go up until the early to mid-1990s, 
after Canada’s deployment with UNPROFOR in the former Yugoslavia. While I differ with 
his categorization of this as “long ago” – historian’s prerogative – since then I would agree 
that Canada’s contribution to UN peacekeeping has definitely waned. I have generally left 
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Canada’s involvement in Afghanistan alone, leaving that to the preserve of political 
scientists, but I am not sure I agree with the idea that “Canada's once-
cherished peacekeeping ethic and tradition has been dispatched - with extreme prejudice.” 
I would posit that Canadians generally see our role in Afghanistan as closer akin to 
peacekeeping, than war. The mandate, military make-up, tactical situation, and level of 
danger faced by Canadian soldiers in Afghanistan are far removed from what peacekeepers 
faced with UNEF. The intent, however, I believe is the same – working to provide a peaceful 
situation in which peace can be fostered to improve the living conditions for the local 
inhabitants, as well as the wider world. Traditional peacekeeping, à la UNEF it seems, is but 
a distant memory, but the lessons of UNEF still have some resonance today. Peacekeeping 
has never been easy, and it is not without its costs – both financial and human. 
Acknowledging these costs and highlighting the inherent difficulties which Canadian troops 
have faced since the beginning of peacekeeping would go a long way towards dispelling the 
myth of Canadian peacekeeping. This would also help manage expectations for current and 
future operations undertaken by the Canadian Forces, which are of a decidedly more 
dangerous and complex nature than was originally faced by UNEF.  
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