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PREFACE

This volume was prepared under the direct supervision of S. Everett
Gleason, Chief of the Foreign Relations Division, with the assistance
of Ralph R. Goodwin in planning and direction.

Mr. Goodwin prepared the documentation on the participation of
the United States in the United Nations and on policy regarding non-
self-governing territories outside the United Nations trusteeship sys-
tem. Neal H. Petersen compiled the sections on policy with respect to
regulation of armaments and collective security, national security pol-
icy, and foreign policy aspects of the development of atomic energy.
Marvin W. Kranz compiled the sections on international economic col-
laboration and United States programs for foreign assistance and
foreign relief. William Slany prepared the documentation on United
States policy with regard to the Polar Regions.

The Publishing and Reproduction Services Division (Jerome H.
Perlmutter, Chief) was responsible for the technical editing of the
volume. The index was prepared by Francis C. Prescott.

Valuable assistance by the historians of the Department of Defense
and of the Atomic Energy Commission is gratefully acknowledged.

Wirrram M. FRANRLIN
Director, Historical Office
Bureaw of Public Affairs

PrinciprLEs For THE COMPILATION AND IDITING OF
“ForricN RELATIONS”

The principles which guide the compilation and editing of Foreign
Relations are stated in Department of State Regulation 2 FAM 1350
of June 15, 1961, a revision of the order approved on March 26, 1925,
by Mr. Frank B. Kellogg, then Secretary of State. The text of the
regulation, as further amended, is printed below :

1350 DocUMENTARY RECORD or AMERICAN DirroMAcy

1851  Scope of Documentation

The publication Foreign Relations of the United States constitutes
the official record of the foreign policy of the United States. These
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v PREFACE

volumes include, subject to necessary security considerations, all docu-
ments needed to give a_comprehensive record of the major foreign
policy decisions within the range of the Department of State’s respon-
sibilities, together with appropriate materials concerning the facts
which contributed to the formulation of policies. When further mate-
rial is needed to supplement the documentation in the Department’s
files for a proper understanding of the relevant policies of the United
States, such papers should be obtained from other Govern-
ment agencies.

1352 E'ditorial Preparation

The basic documentary diplomatic record to be printed in Foreign
Relations of the United States is edited by the Historical Office,
Bureau of Public Affairs of the Department of State. The editing of
the record is guided by the principles of historical objectivity.
There may be no alteration of the text, no deletions without indicating
where in the text the deletion is made, and no omission of facts which
were of major importance in reaching a decision. Nothing may be
omitted for the purpose of concealing or glossing over what might
be regarded by some as a defect of policy. However, certain omissions
of documents are permissible for the following reasons:

a. To avoid publication of matters which would tend to impede
current diplomatic negotiations or other business.

b. To condense the record and avoid repetition of needless details.

¢. To preserve the confidence reposed in the Department by in-
dividuals and by foreign governments.

d. To avoid giving needless offense to other nationalities or
individuals.

e. To eliminate personal opinions presented in despatches and
not acted upon by the Department. To this consideration there
is one qualification—in connection with major decisions it is
desirable, where possible, to show the alternatives presented to
the Department before the decision was made.

1358 Clearance

To obtain appropriate clearances of material to be published in
Foreign Relations of the United States, the Historical Office :

a. Refers to the appropriate policy offices of the Department and
of other agencies of the Government such papers as appear to
require policy clearance. ) ‘

b. Refers to the appropriate foreign governments requests for
permission to print as part of the diplomatic correspondence
of the United States those previously unpublished documents
which were originated by the foreign governments.
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY : SELECTED PUBLIC
DOCUMENTS

Beginning with the year 1950, American Foreign Policy, a com-
panion series to Foreign Relations of the United States, provides sys-
tematic coverage of the principal messages, addresses, statements, and
reports made in a given period that indicate the scope, goals, and im-
plementation of the foreign policy of the United States. For the im-
mediately preceding years, 1945-1949 inclusive, the present series,
Foreign Relations, will provide under this heading a brief indication
of certain major documents in these categories. The present listing
covers the years 1946 and 1947. It does not purport to be complete, of
course, and as a rule items dealing primarily with United States rela-
tions with particular countries will be noted in the compilations for
those countries. Many of the items cited below are also referred to in
appropriate compilations in the various volumes for the years 1946
and 1947, which are organized as follows:

1946, volume I, General; The United Nations
volume II, Council of Foreign Ministers
volume III, Paris Peace Conference : Proceedings
volume IV, Paris Peace Conference : Documents
volume V, The British Commonwealth ; Western and Cen-
tral Europe
volume VI, Eastern Europe; The Soviet Union
volume VII, The Near East and Africa
volume VIII, The Far East
volume IX,The Far East: China
volume X, The Far East: China
volume XT, The American Republics
1947, volume I, General; The United Nations
volume II, Council of Foreign Ministers; Germany and
Austria
volume ITT, The British Commonwealth ; Europe
volume IV, Eastern Europe; The Soviet Union
volume V, The Near East and Africa
volume VI, The Far East
volume VII, The Far East: China
volume VIII, The American Republics



VIII INTRODUCTORY NOTE

I. Major PusrLic StaTeMENTS oF AMERICAN Forrien Poricy 1N
1946 anp 1947

1946

Statement by the President ('Truman) on Demobilization. January 8, 1946. Public
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, 1946
(Washington, Government Printing Office, 1962) (hereinafter cited as Pub-
lic Papers: Truman, 1946), pp. 15-16.

Message of the President to the Congress on the State of the Union and on the
Budget for 1947. January 21, 1946. (Released January 21, 1946. Dated Jan-
uary 14, 1946.) Ibid., pp. 36-87.

Directive of the President Concerning the Shipment of Wheat and Coal to Lib-
erated Countries. January 25, 1946. Ibid., p. 96.

Special Message of the President to the Congress Transmitting Financial Agree-
ment with the United Kingdom. January 30, 1946. I'bid., pp. 97-100.

Statement by the President Announcing Emergency Measures To Relieve the
World Food Shortage. February 6, 1946, Ibid., pp. 106-108.

. . we have pinned our hopes to the banner of the United Nations” : Address by
the Secretary of State (Byrnes) delivered to the Overseas Press Club in
New York and broadcast by radio. February 28, 1946. Department of State
Bulletin (hereinafter cited as Bulletin), March 10, 1946, pp. 355-358.

Special Message of the President to the Congress Transmitting a Statement on

Foreign Loan Policy. March 1, 1946. Public Papers: Truman, 1946, pp. 137-138.

Address of the President in Chicago on Army Day. April 6, 1946. Ibid., pp. 185-190.

Directive of the Secretary of State (Byrnes) on Organization and Procedure for
the Development and Promulgation of United States Policy With Respect to
Occupied Areas. Effective date, April 8, 1946. Released to the press on
April 17, 1946. Bulletin, April 28, 1946, pp. 734-735.

Address of the President Before the Governing Board of the Pan American Union.
April 15, 1946. I'bid., pp. 200-202.

Special Message of the President to the Congress Transmitting Bill for Inter-
American Military Cooperation. May 6, 1946. I'bid., pp. 233-245.

Radio Address by the Secretary of State (Byrnes) on the Paris Conference of
Foreign Ministers. May 20, 1946. Bulletin, June 2, 1946, pp. 950-954.

Military Assistance to China: Letter from the Secretary of State (Byrnes) to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives (Rayburn). June 12, 1946. Ibid.,
July 21, 1946, pp. 125-126.

Military Assistance to China: Statement by the Acting Secretary of State
(Acheson) before the Foreign Affairs Committee, House of Representatives.
June 19, 1946. I'bid., June 30, 1946, pp. 1115-1117.

Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs (Benton) on
the approval by the President of an act of Congress, introduced by Senator
Fulbright of Arkansas, which authorized the Department of State to use
some of the proceeds from surplus-property sales abroad for exchanges of
students and other educational activities (Public Law 584, 79th Cong., 2d
sess.) August 1, 1946. Ibid., August 11, 1946, pp. 262-263.

White House Statement on Palestine and on the Problem of Displaced Persons
in General. August 16, 1946. Public Papers: Truman, 1946, p. 421.

Restatement of United States Policy on Germany : Address by the Secretary of
State (Byrnes) at Stuttgart, Germany. September 6, 1946. Bulletin, Septem-
ber 15, 1946, pp. 496-501.

“



INTRODUCTORY NOTE IX

Statement by the President on Foreign Policy. September 20, 1946. (The state-
ment was made in connection with the resignation of Henry A. Wallace as
Secretary of Commerce.) Public Papers: Truman, 1946, p. 431.

“U.8. Aims and Policies in Europe” : Address delivered by the Secretary of State
(Byrnes) at the American Club in Paris. October 3, 1946. Bulletin, October 13,
1946, pp. 665-668.

Situation between Kuomintang Government and Communist Party : Joint State-
ment by the President’s Special Envoy to China (Marshall) and the Am-
bassador to China (Stuart). Made in Nanking and released there to the press
on October 8, 1946 ; released to the press in the United States on October 10.
Ibid., October 20, 1946, pp. 723-724.

Address by the President in New York City at the Opening Meeting of the United
Nations General Assembly. October 23, 1946. Public Papers: Truman, 1946,
pp. 457—463.

Statement by the President on a Bipartisan Foreign Policy. November 11, 1946.
Ibid., pp. 477-479.

United States Policy Toward China : Statement by the President, released to the
press by the White House on December 18, 1946. Ibid., pp. 499-505.

The President’s News Conference on the Termination of Hostilities of World
‘War II. December 31, 1946. Ibid., pp. 512-514..

1947

Annual Message of the President to the Congress on the State of the Union.
January 6, 1947. (As delivered in person before a joint session.) Public Papers
of the Presidents of the United States: Harry 8. Truman, 1947 (Washington,
Government Printing Office, 1963) pp. 1-12.

The Situation in China. Statement of General of the Army George C. Marshall.
(Released January 7, 1947.) Bulletin, January 19, 1947, pp. 83-85.

Special Message to the Congress: The President’s First Economic Report. Janu-
ary 8, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 18-39.

Annual Budget Message of the President to the Congress: Fiscal Year 1948.
January 10, 1947. (Released January 10, 1947. Dated January 3, 1947.) Pub-
lic Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 55-97.

“We Must Demonstrate Our Capacity in Peace”: Address by the Secretary of
State (Byrnes) delivered before the Cleveland Council on World Affairs in
Cleveland, Ohio, on January 11, 1947. Bulletin, January 19, 1947, pp. 87-90,
104.

Participation of the United States in the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development and in the International Monetary Fund. Report, to Octo-
ber 31, 1946, by the National Advisory Council on International Monetary
and Financial Problems, transmitted by the President to the Congress on
January 13, 1947. Excerpts in Bulletin, January 26, 1947, pp. 152-154.

Letter From the President to the Secretary of War (Patterson) and the Secre-
tary of the Navy (Forrestal) Concerning Unification of the Armed Services.
January 16, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 99-100.

Trade Agreements Negotiations: Exchange of Letters Between Senator Hugh
Butler, of Nebraska, and the Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs
(Clayton). (Letters dated December 19, 1946, and January 16, 1947, released
January 17, 1947.) Bulletin, January 26, 1947, pp. 161-163.

Defense of “Pipeline” Contracts for Sale of Lend-Lease Supplies: Letter from
Under Secretary Clayton to Senator Styles Bridges, of New Hampshire,
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Chairman of the Subcommittee on Deficiency Appropriations of the Senate
Committee on Appropriations. January 17, 1947. (Concerns specified indus-
trial goods that were on order on V-J Day, September 2, 1945, when the
lend-lease supply program was terminated.) Bulletin, February 23, 1947, pp.
343-344. (See also a letter from Chester T. Lane, the Lend-Lease Adminis-
trator, to Senator Bridges, February 13, 1947, ibid., pp. 344-346, 360.)

National Defense and National Reputation. Address by the Assistant Secretary of
State for Public Affairs (Benton) delivered before the Women’s Patriotic
Conference on National Defense in Washington, January 25, 1947. Ibid., Feb-
ruary 2, 1947, pp. 202-207.

Report to Congress on Foreign Surplus Disposal. Letter of transmittal from the
Secretary of State (Marshall) to the President pro tempore of the Senate
(Vandenberg) and the Speaker of the House of Representatives (Martin).
January 80, 1947. I'bid., February 9, 1947, p. 255.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on Extension of the Second War
Powers Act. January 31, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 107-113.

Cooperation with Congress on Bipartisan Foreign Policy. Letter from the Secre-
tary of State (Marshall) to Representative Charles A. Eaton, of New Jersey,
Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives.
February 3, 1947.—Resolution on Powers, Duties, and Scope of the Foreign
Affairs Committee. February 5, 1947. Bulletin, February 16, 1947, pp. 283-284.

Message of the President to the Congress Transmitting His First Annual Report
on United States Participation in the United Nations. February 5, 1947. Pub-
lic Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 118-122.

Sale and Transfer of Non-Demilitarized Combat Matériel. Letter of transmittal
from the Secretary of State (Marshall) to the President pro tempore of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives. February 11, 1947.
Bulletin, February 23, 1947, pp. 322-3217.

Freedom of Information: The Role of the State Department. Address by the As-
sistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs (Benton), delivered before the
Inland Daily Press Association in Chicago, Illinois, on February 11, 1947.
Ibid., February 23, 1947, pp. 352-357, 367.

Statement by the President Urging Extension of Authority To Ship Emergency
Supplies to Europe. February 138, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, p. 128.

Special Message of the President to the Congress Requesting Appropriations for
Aid to Liberated Countries. February 21, 1947. Ibid., pp. 149-150.

World Order and Security—Youth’s Responsibilities. Washington’s birthday an-
niversary remarks delivered by the Secretary of State (Marshall) at Prince-
tion University on February 22, 1947. Bulletin, March 2, 1947, pp.. 390-391.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on United States Participation
in the International Refugee Organization. February 24, 1947. Public Papers:
Truman, 1947, pp. 150-151.

Post-UNRRA Relief: Purpose and Method. Statement made by the Under Secre-
tary of State for Economic Affairs (Clayton) before the Committee on For-
eign Affairs of the House of Representatives on February 25, 1947. Bulletin,
March 9, 1947, pp. 440442,

International Broadcasting Foundation of the United States: Proposal by the
Department of State. Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of State
for Public Affairs (Benton) to the Secretary of State (Marshall), March 1,
1947, Ibid., April 6, 1947, pp. 618-623. ‘

The Good Neighbor Policy—An Application of Democracy to International Af-
fairs. Address in Mexico City by the President of the United States. March 3,
1947, Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 164-166.
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International Understanding: An Undeveloped Human Resource. Address by the
Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs (Benton), delivered before
the American Association of School Administrators, in Atlantic City, New
- Jersey, on March 3, 1947. Bulletin, March 16, 1947, pp. 500-503.

Address by the President on Foreign Economic Policy, delivered at Baylor Uni-
versity. March 6, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 167-172.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on Greece and Turkey: The
Truman Doctrine. March 12, 1947. (As delivered in person before a joint
session.) Ibid., pp. 176-180.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on Export Controls. March 19,
1947. Ibid., pp. 181-182.

The American Position on International News and International Libel. Address
by the Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs (Benton), delivered
before the Foreign Press Association at New York City, March 19, 1947. Bul-
letin, March 30, 1947, pp. 591-595.

Congressional Hearings on a Draft Charter for an International Trade Organiza-
tion. Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs (Clay-
ton) made before the Senate Finance Committee on March 20, 1947. Ibid.,
March 30, 1947, pp. 587-590, 595.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on United States Participation
in the World Health Organization. March 21, 1947. Public Pepers: Truman,
1947, p. 182,

Proposed International Interchange and Information Act. Letter of transmittal
from the Acting Secretary of State (Acheson) to the President pro tempore
of the Senate (Vandenberg) and to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives (Martin), accompanying a proposed cultural-exchange act, March 21,
1947. Bulletin, April 6, 1947, pp. 624-626.

Congressional Hearings on Trade Agreements Act. Statement by the Under Sec-
retary of State for Economic Affairs (Clayton) before the House Committee
on Ways and Means, March 26, 1947. Ibid., April 6, 1947, pp. 627-631.

The Inter-American System : A Solid Foundation for the Challenge of the Future.
Excerpts from an address by the Director (Briggs) of the Office of American
Republics Affairs, Department of State, delivered before the Pan American
League in Miami, Florida, on April 14, 1947. Ibid., April 27, 1947, pp. 769-770.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on Control of Trade in Arms and
Munitions of War. April 15, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 204-206.

Post-UNRRA Relief Program. Statement by the Acting Secretary of State (Ache-
son) made before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, April 15, 1947.
Bulletin, April 27, 1947, pp. 755-757, 766.

Our Domestic Economy and Foreign Affairs. Address by the Assistant Secretary
of State for Economic Affairs (Thorp), delivered before the Economic Club
of New York in New York City on April 16, 1947. Ibid., April 27, 1947, pp.
758-763.

Bipartisan Foreign Policy: Remarks by the President at a Meeting With the
American Society of Newspaper Editors. April 17, 1947. Public Papers: Tru-
man, 1947, pp. 207-210.

Report of the Radio Advisory Committee to the Assistant Secretary of State for
Public Affairs (Benton). April 19, 1947. Bulletin, May 25, 1947, pp. 1039-1041.

Moscow Meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers, March 10-April 24, 1947.
Address by the Secretary of State (Marshall), broadcast on April 28, 1947.
Ibid., May 11, 1947, pp. 919-924.
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Joint Statement of the President of the United States and the President of
Mexico Following Discussions in Washington. May 1, 1947. Public Papers:
Truman, 1947, p. 230. .

The Economic Commission for Europe : Toward Beneficial Employment of Human
and Material Resources. Opening address by the American Delegate (Clay-
ton) before the initial meeting of the new Economic Commission for Europe
in Geneva on May 2, 1947. Bulletin, May 18, 1947, pp. 977-978.

Some Aspects of Our Policy in Greece and Turkey. Address by the Deputy Di-
rector (Villard) of the Office of Near Bastern and African Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, at Charlotte, North Carolina, on May 5, 1947. Ibid., May 18,
1947, pp. 997-1001.

The Requirements of Reconstruction. Address by the Under Secretary of State
‘(Acheson) before the Delta Council at Cleveland, Mississippi, on May 8,
1947. I'bid., May 18, 1947, pp. 991-994.

Meeting of the Committee on Progressive Development of International Law and
Its Codification. Statement by the United States Representative on that
Committee (Jessup), made at Lake Success, New York, on May 13, 1947.
Ibid., May 25, 1947, pp. 1026-1029. :

Special Message of the President to the Congress on Military Collaboration With
Other American States. May 26, 1947. (Released May 26, 1947. Dated May 23,
1947.) Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 255-257.

Request for Presidential Authority To Detail Military and Naval Missions. State-

" ment by the Secretary of State (Marshall) made before the Committee on
Armed Services of the House of Representatives on June 8, 1947. Bulletin,
June 15, 1947, pp. 1175-1177.

Position on a United States of Europe. Letter from the Secretary of State
(Marshall) to the Chairman (Vandenberg) of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, June 4, 1947. I'bid., June 22, 1947, p. 1213..

European Initiative Essential to Economic Recovery. Remarks by the Secretary
of State (Marshall) made on the occasion of commencement exercises at
Harvard University on June 5, 1947. I'bid., June 15, 1947, pp. 1159-1160.

Statement by the President on Palestine. June 5, 1947. Public Papers: Truman,
1947, p. 266.

Extension of Second War Powers Act Requested. Statement by the Under Secre-
tary of State (Acheson) made before Subcommittee 4 of the Judiciary
Committee of the House of Representatives on June 6, 1947, Bulletin, June
15, 1947, pp. 1173-1175.

Address by the President of the United States Before the Canadian Parliament
in Ottawa. June 11, 1947, Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 272-276.

The People’s Stake in Maintaining Peace. Address by the Counselor of the De-
partment of State (Cohen), delivered at Long Beach, California, on June 12,
1947, Bulletin, June 22, 1947, pp. 1230-1235.

The Future of Foreign Trade. Address by the Assistant Secretary of State for
Economic Affairs (Thorp) before the American Marketing Association at
New York City on June 12, 1947. Ibid., June 22, 1947, pp. 1235-1240.

Regret Expressed That Yalta Commitments Remain Unfulfilled in Hungary, Ro-
mania, and Bulgaria : Statement by the President Upon Ratification of the
Peace Treaties With These Countries. June 14, 1947. Public Papers: Truman,
1947, pp. 277-278, or Bulletin, June 22, 1947, p. 1214.

New Era Anticipated for Italy: Statement by the President Upon Ratification
of the Treaty of Peace With Italy. June 14, 1947. Ibid.
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American Traditions in Today’s Foreign Policy. Address by the Under Secretary
of State (Acheson) at Wesleyan University, Middletown, Connecticut, on
June 15, 1947, Bulletin, June 22, 1947, pp. 1221-1224.

Universal Training—A Support for Foreign Policy. Address by the President at
commencement exercises at Princeton University, June 17, 1947. Public
Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 281-285, or Bulletin, June 29, 1947, pp. 1294-1297.

Basic Post-Surrender Policy for Japan. Adopted by the Far Eastern Commissign
on June 19, 1947, and released to the press on July 11, 1947. Bulletin, August
3, 1947, pp. 216-221.

Reiteration of Position on Program for International Information and Educa-
tional Exchange. Letter from the Secretary of State (Marshall) to Repre-
sentative Karl E. Mundt, of South Dakota, June 19, 1947. Ibid., June 29, 1947,
p. 1315.

Statement by the President on the Economic Effects of Foreign Aid. June 22, 1947.
Public Papers: Truman, 19}7, pp. 301-302.

Remarks Broadcast by the President on the Second Anniversary of the United
Nations. June 26, 1947. I'bid., p. 310.

United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration Operations Terminated.
Letter to the President from the Director General of UNRRA (Rooks),
received on June 30, 1947. Bulletin, July 13, 1947, pp. 106—107. '

A Stable and Prosperous World Is Important to America’s Well-Being. Remarks
by the Secretary of State (Marshall) made before the Women’s National
Press Club in Washington, D.C., on July 1, 1947. Ibid., July 3, 1947, pp. 83-84.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on the Control and Administra-
tion of the United Nations Headquarters in New York City. July 2, 1947.
Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 321-322.

Action Urged on the Information and Educational Exchange Act. Statement by
the Secretary of State (Marshall) made before the Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations on July 2, 1947. Bulletin, July 13,
1947, pp. 105-106.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on the Trusteeship Agreement
for the Territory of the Pacific Islands. July 3, 1947. Public Papers: Truman,
1947, pp. 322-323.

Independence Day Address Delivered by President Truman at the Home of
Thomas Jefferson. July 4, 1947. Ibid., pp. 323-326.

Statement by the President on the Report of the Cabinet Committee on World
Food Programs. July 5, 1947, Ibid., pp..326-327.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on Admission of Displaced
Persons. July 7, 1947. Ibid., pp. 327-329.

Directive from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Commander-in-Chief of U.S.
Forces of Occupation (Clay), Regarding the Military Government of Ger-
many, July 11, 1947. Bulletin, July 27, 1947, pp. 186-193.

Statement by the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers (MacArthur) in
Tokyo on the policy decision announced by the Far Eastern Commission,
July 12, 1947. Bulletin, August 3, 1947, pp. 221-222, )

A Program for Preservation of Our National Interests and of European Civili-
zation. Address by the Secretary of State (Marshall) delivered before the
Governors’ Conference at Salt Lake City, Utah, on July 14, 1947. Ibid.,
July 27, 1947, pp. 184-185.
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Concern Expressed on Resettlement of Displaced Persons. Statement by the
Secretary of State (Marshall) made on July 16, 1947, before the Subcom-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization of the House Committee on the
Judiciary. Bulletin, July 27, 1947, pp. 194-197.

Statement by the President Upon Signing Resolution Authorizing Approval of
Trusteeship Agreement for the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. July 19,
1947, Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 346-347.

The President’s Midyear Economic Report to the Congress. July 21, 1947. Ex-
cerpts, Ibid., pp. 347-355.

Fact-Finding Mission to China and Korea. Statements by the Head of the Mis-
sion (Lt. Gen. Albert C. Wedemeyer, Special Representative of the President
with the rank of Ambassador), July 22 and August 24, 1947. Bulletin, Sep-
tember 7, 1947, pp. 476477, 483.

Executive Order 9877: Functions of the Armed Forces. July 26, 1947. Public
Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 359-361.

¢, . . there has always been a Marshall plan in effect for the Western Hemisphere.
The foreign policy of the United States in that direction has been set for one
hundred years, known as the Monroe Doctrine.” Statement by the President
at his news conference on August 14, 1947. Ibid., pp. 383-384.

Statement by the President on Myron C. Taylor’s Mission to the Vatican. August
15, 1947, Ibid., p. 384.

Civil Freedom, Mutual Trust, and Cooperation Are Bases for Strong Inter-Ameri-
can System. Statement by the Chairman (Marshall) of the United States
Delegation to the Inter-American Conference for the Maintenance of Con-
tinental Peace and Security, at Petropolis, Brazil. August 20, 1947. Bulletin,
August 31, 1947, pp. 414-415.

“Our Common Goal Is To Arouse and Invigorate the Faith of Men . . .” Ex-
change of letters between President Truman and Pope Pius XII., August 6
and 26, 1947. Ibid., September 7, 1947, pp. 478-480.

Public Opinion and World Affairs. Address by the Assistant Secretary of State
for Public Affairs (Benton) at Williams College, Williamstown, Massa-
chusetts, on September 2, 1947. Ibid., September 14, 1947, pp. 522-526.

Economic Rehabilitation Is Collective Responsibility. Address by President Tru-
man delivered before the final session of the Inter-American Conference for
the Maintenance of Continental Peace and Security, at Petropolis, Brazil,

~ on September 2, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 19}7, pp. 428-432, or Bulletin,
September 14, 1947, pp. 498-501. :

Successful Conclusion of the Inter-American Conference. Joint Address by the
Secretary of State (Marshall) and the President pro tempore of the Senate
(Vandenberg), broadcast on September 4, 1947. Bulletin, September 14, 1947,
pp. 501-505.

Address by President Truman Before a Joint Session of the Congress of Brazil.
September 5, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 432—435.

Interim and LOng-Term Problems of European Reconstruction. Statement by the
Secretary of State (Marshall), September 10, 1947. Bulletin, September 21,
1947, p. 590.

Geneva Draft of ITO Sets a Practical Pattern for World Trade. Address broad-
cast from Paris on September 10, 1947, by the Chairman (Clayton) of the
United States Delegation to the Preparatory Committee of the International
Conference on Trade and Employment held at Geneva. Ibid., September 21,
1947, pp. 592-594.
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The Power and Responsibilities of Freedom. Address by the Assistant Secretary
of State for Occupied Areas (Saltzman) delivered before the International
Council of Women in Philadelphia on September 11, 1947. Bulletin, Septem-
ber 21, 1947, pp. 595-599.

Voice of U.S.A. Reaches Far East Through New Transmitter in Manila. Depart-
ment of State press release, September 11, 1947. Ibid., September 28, 1947,
pp. 646-648, with related materials.

Faith and Fidelity—American Pledge to the United Nations. Address by the
Secretary of State (Marshall) delivered before the American Association
for the United Nations at New York on September 14, 1947. Ibid., Sep-
tember 21, 1947, pp. 539-543, 546.

A Program for a More Effective United Nations. Address by the Chief of the
United States Delegation to the General Assembly (Marshall), delivered
before the opening session of the General Assembly on September 17, 1947.
Ibid., September 28, 1947, pp. 618-622.

Statement by the President on the report of the Committee of European Economic
Cooperation. September 25, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 438439,
and (with related materials) Bulletin, October 5, 1947, pp. 681-690.

The President’s News Conference Following a Meeting With Congressional
Leaders (on the critical economic situation in Western Europe). Septem-
ber 29, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 445-448,

New Communist Manifesto Must Not Deflect- Program for Aid to Europe. State-
ment by the Acting Secretary of State (Lovett), October 8, 1947. Bulletin,
October 19, 1947, p. 769.

Statement by the President on Receiving Secretary Krug’s Report “National
Resources and Foreign Aid.” October 18, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947,
pp. 474-475.

America’s Stake in Europe. Address by the Assistant Secretary of State for
Political Affairs (Armour), delivered before the Boston Conference on
Distribution, Boston, Massachusetts, on October 21, 1947. Excerpt in Bulletin,
November 2, 1947, pp. 863-866, 877.

The Problem of the Reconstruction of Europe. Remarks by the Secretary of
State (Marshall) made before the Herald-Tribune Forum in New York City
on October 22, 1947, Ibid., November 2, 1947, pp. 856-857.

The President’s News Conference Announcing the Calling of a Special Session of
the Congress. October 23, 1947. Radio Address of the President to the
American People on the Special Session of the Congress. October 24, 1947.
Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 475-479.

U.S. Rejects Resolutions Limiting Free Flow of Information: Remarks by the
U.S. Representative (Austin) at the Seat of the United Nations, made on
October 23, 1947, before the First Committee (Political and Security) of the
General Assembly. Excerpts in Bulletin, November 2, 1947, pp. 869-874.

European Recovery—A Project for America. Address by the Assistant Secretary
of State for Economic Affairs (Thorp) delivered before the Chicago Council
on Foreign Relations, Chicago, on October 23, 1947. Ibid., November 2, 1947,
pp. 857-862.

Relief Assistance Provided for China: Agreement Signed Granting Food and
Other Aid. Text of Agreement Signed at Nanking on October 27, 1947, Be-
tween the United States of America and the Republic of China Concerning
U.S. Relief Assistance to the Chinese People. Ibid., November 9, 1947,
pp. 913-915.
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Statement by the President on the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.
October 29, 1947, Public Papers: Truman, 1947, p. 480.

Statement by the President Making Public a Report “The Impact of the Foreign
Aid Program Upon the Domestic Economy.” November 1, 1947, Ibid., 1947,
p. 481. ‘

America’s Stake in European Reconstruction. Address by the Director of the
Office of Public Affairs (Russell), delivered before the National Cooperative
Milk Producers Federation, St. Louis, Missouri, on November 6, 1947. Excerpt
in Bulletin, November 16, 1947, pp. 942-948,

Statement by the President Making Public a Report “European Recovery and
American Aid.” November 8, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 485-486.

Special Message of the President to the Congress Transmitting Report on Assist-
ance to Greece and Turkey. November 10, 1947. Ibid., 1947, pp. 486-487.

Effects on World Economy of Long-Range and Interim Aid Programs. Statement
by the Secretary of State (Marshall) made before a joint session of the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs on November 10, 1947. Bulletin, November 23, 1947, pp. 967-972.

America’s Challenge in World Affairs. Address by the Assistant Secretary of
State for Political Affairs (Armour), delivered before the Academy of
Political Science in New York City on November 12, 1947. Ibid., November 23,
1947, pp. 974-978.

American Political and Strategic Interests in the Middle East and Southeastern
Europe. Address by the Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African
Affairs (Henderson), delivered before the Academy of Political Science in
New York City on November 12, 1947, Ibid., November 28, 1947, pp. 996-1000.

Statement by the President on the Government’s Employee Loyalty Program.
November 14, 1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, pp. 489-451.

Foreign Aid and Reconstruction: “The Future of the Free Nations of Europe
Hangs in the Balance.” Excerpts from the Special Message of the President
to the Congress on the First Day of the Special Session. November 17, 1947.
Bulletin, November 30, 1947, pp. 1022-1023. Full text in Public Papers:
Truman, 1947, pp. 492-498.

The Problems of European Revival and German and Austrian Peace Settlements.
Address by the Secretary of State (Marshall) delivered in Chicago on
November 18, 1947. Bulletin, November 30, 1947, pp. 1024-1028.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on Extending the Maritime
Commission’s Authority To Operate, Sell, and Charter Vessels. December 1,
1947. Public Papers: Truman, 1947, p. 508.

Foreign Policy and the Democratic Process. Address delivered by the Director
(Russell) of the Office of Public Affairs, Department of State, at Harvara
University on December 4, 1947. Bulletin, December 28, 1947, pp. 1253-1258.

Aid Essential to European Integrity and Independence. Address by the Chairman
(Clayton) of the U.S. Delegation to the United Nations Conference on Trade
and Employment, broadcast from Habana on December 8, 1947. I'bid., Decem-
ber 21, 1947, pp. 1211-1213.

Peace and Understanding—The Desire of All Mankind. Address by the Secretary
of State (Marshall) delivered before the Pilgrims Society in London on
December 12, 1947. Ibid., December 21, 1947, pp. 1201-1203.

Tensions in the United Nations. Address by the U.S. Representative (Austin) at
the Seat of the United Nations, delivered before the Chicago Council on
Foreign Relations at Chicago, December 17, 1947. Ibid., January 4, 1948,
pp. 14-19.
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Special Message of the President to the Congress on the Marshall Plan for
United States Aid to European Recovery. December 19, 1947. Public Papers:
Truman, 1947, pp. 515-529, or Bulletin, December 28, 1947, pp. 1233-1243.

The London Meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers: November 25-Decem-
ber 15, 1947. Report by the Secretary of State (Marshall), broadcast from
Washington on December 19, 1947. Bulletin, December 28, 1947, pp. 1244-1247.

I1. Tue ORGANIZATION AND ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT
oF STaTE IN 1946 anp 1947

Major appointments in the Department of State during 1946 :

William L. Clayton, of Texas, as Under Secretary of State for Eco-
nomic Affairs (a new post established by Public Law 590, 79th
Cong., 2d sess.)

Maj. Gen. John H. Hilldring, U.S.A., as Assistant Secretary of State
for Occupied Areas.

Willard L. Thorp, of Connecticut, as Assistant Secretary of State for
Economic Affairs.

Charées Fahy, of New Mexico, as Legal Adviser of the Department of

tate.

William L. Langer, as Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for
Research and Intelligence (from April until July).

William A. Eddy, as Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for
Research and Intelligence (beginning in August).

Major retirements and appointments in the Department o f State dur-
g 1947 :

James F. Byrnes, of South Carolina, retired as Secretary of State on
January 21, 1947. For the text of letters by President Truman and
Secretary Byrnes, see the Bulletin, January 19, 1947, pp. 86-87.

George C. Marshall, of Pennsylvania, was commissioned as Secretary
of State on January 8, 1947, and entered upon duties on Janu-
ary 21, 1947. For biographical information, see the Bulletin, Feb-
ruary 16,1947, pp. 305-3017.

Dean G. Acheson, of Connecticut, retired as Under Secretary of State
on June 30, 1947.

Robert A. Lovett, of Texas, was commissioned as Under Secretary of
State on May 28, 1947, and entered upon duties on July 1, 1947.

William L. Clayton, of Texas, retired as Under Secretary of State
for Economics Affairs on October 15, 1947.

Other major appointments in the Department o f State during 1947 :

John E. Peurifoy, of South Carolina, as Assistant Secretary of State
for Administration.

Garrison Norton, of New York, as Assistant Secretary of State for
Transportation and Communications. ’

Norman Armour, of New Jersey, as Assistant Secretary of State for
Political Affairs.

Charles E. Saltzman, of New York, as Assistant Secretary of State for
Occupied Areas.
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CharlesSE. Bohlen, of Massachusetts, as Counselor of the Department
of State. o » »
Ernesst A. Gross, of New York, as Legal Adviser of the Department of
tate.
W. Park Armstrong as Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for
Research and Intelligence.

Major legislation concerning the Foreign Service:

An Act To Improve, Strengthen, and Expand the Foreign Service
of the United States and To Consolidate and Revise the Laws Relat-
ing to its Administration, Approved August 13, 1946. (Public Law
724, 79th Cong., 2d sess.) For the text of a statement by the President
upon signing the Foreign Service Act, see Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: H. arry 8. Truman, 1946, pp. 412-413. For
the text of statements by the Secretary of State (Byrnes) and the
Assistant Secretary of State for Administration (Russell) on the occa-
sion of the coming into effect of the Act, see Bulletin, November 24,
1946, pp. 947-949.

Establishment of the National Intelligence Authority:

Directive of the President on Coordination of Foreign Intelligence
Activities. January 22, 1946. Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Harry 8. Truman, 1946, pp. 88-89.

A chart showing the organization of the Department of State as of
July 15, 1946, is printed in the Bulletin, September 1, 1946, facing page
429. A similar chart as of October 31, 1947, is printed ¢bid., Decem-
ber 14, 1947, facing page 1196. The names of the principal officers are
listed in the appropriate editions of the Congressional Directory and
the United States Government Manual.

For information on the Personnel Security program of the Depart-
ment of State, see the statement issued on October 7 , 1947, by the Di-
rector of the Office of Controls (Robinson), and for the text of Security
Principles of the Department of State and Hearing Procedure of the
Personnel Security Board, see the Bulletin, October 19, 1947, pp. 780~
783.

For illustrations and information on the relocation of the Depart-
ment of State at 21st Street and Virginia Avenue, N.-W., Washington,
D.C., see ibid., November 30,1947, pp. 1035-1039.

For detailed information on the organization, personnel, and activi-
ties of the Department and the Foreign Service, see the Bulletin (is-
sued weekly) and the following serial publications of the Department
of State:

The Biographic Register.
Foreign Service List.
International Information and Education Bxchan ge Program.

Report to the Congress on the Lend-Lease Operations, Transmitted by the
President.
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For information on treaties and agreements, see

Treaties and Other International Acts Series (TIAS), published since 1946 as
a sequel to the Department of State T'reaty Series and Ewxecutive Agreement
Series.

Treaties in Force.

For detailed information on these publications as well as on numer-
ous others of a more specialized character, see Publications of the De-
partment of State, October 1, 1929 to January 1, 1953 (Washington,
D.C., 1954).

III. PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCES AND ORGANIZATIONS

In addition to the extensive documentation provided in this volume
and in other volumes of Foreign Relations, there is systematic cover-
age of American participation in international conferences and or-
ganizations in the following publications of the Department of State:

The United States and the United Nations. Annual reports by the President to
the Congress. (Title since 1948: United States Participation in the Uwited
Nations.)

List of International Conferences and Meetings, With Annotations.

Participation of the United States Government in International Conferences,
Including the Composition of U.S. Delegations and Summaries of the
Proceedings.

International Organizations in Which the United States Participates.






LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS

Eprtor’s NoTe.—This list does not include standard abbreviations in common
usage; unusual abbreviations of rare occurrence which are clarified at appropri-
ate points; and those abbreviations and contractions which, although uncommon,

are understandable from the context.

AAA, Agricultural Adjustment Act

AAF, Army Air Forces

a/c, aircraft .

ACC, Air Coordinating Committee

ACC, Allied Control Council

ADA, Atomic Development Authority

ADP, Airport Development Program

AEC, (United Nations) Atomic Energy
Commission

AF of L, American Federation of
Labor

A-H, Office of Assistant Secretary of
State for Occupied Areas, John R.
Hilldring

AMG, Allied Military Government

A-P, Office of Assistant Secretary of
State for Administration, John E.
Peurifoy

ARA, Office of American Republic Af-
fairs, Department of State

ATC, Air Transport Command

A-T, Office of Assistant Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs, Willard
L. Thorp

The Bank, The International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development

BC, Division of British Common-
wealth Affairs, Department of State

Be, beryllium

BOAG, British Overseas Airways Cor-
poration

BOT, British Board of Trade

Brit Amb, British Ambassador

BW, Biological warfare

CAB, Civil Aeronautics Board

CCA, United Nations Commission
for Conventional Armaments

CCC, Commodity Credit Corporation

CCS, Combined Chiefs of Staff

CDT, Combined Development Trust

CFM, Council of Foreign Ministers

CIRTEL, circular telegram

CPC, Combined Policy Committee

DA, Division of Dependent Area
Affairs, Department of State

Del, Delegation

Delga, indicator for telegrams from
the U.S. Delegation to the second
session of the United Nations
General Assembly, September—No-
vember 1947

Depcirtel, Department circular tele-
gram

Deptel, Department telegram

DRE, Division of Research for Europe,
Department of State

ECE, Economic Commission for
Europe

ECEFP, Executive Committee on
Economic Foreign Policy

ECOSOC, Economic and Social Coun-
cil of the United Nations

EE, Division of Eastern European
Affairs, Department of State

Embtel, Embassy telegram

ERP, European Recovery Program

ESC, Executive Secrctariat of the
Secretary of State’s Staff Committee

EUR, Office of European Affairs,
Department of State

FAO, Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion

FE, Office of Far Eastern Affairs,
Department of State

FEA, Foreign Economic Administra-
tion

FLC, Foreign Liquidation Commis-
sioner, Department of State

FO, Foreign Office

FoMin, Foreign Minister

FonOff, Foreign Office

ForOf, Foreign Office
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FonSec, Foreign Secretary

Frito, indicator for telegrams from
the United States Delegation to the
second session of the Preparatory
Committee of the United Nations
Conference on Trade and Employ-
ment, April 10-August 22, 1947

The Fund, The International Mone-
tary Fund

GA, General Assembly of the United
Nations

Gadel, indicator for telegrams to the
U.S. Delegation to the second ses-
sion of the United Nations General
Assembly, September-November
1947

GSC, General Staff Corps

H.J. Res., House Joint Resolution

HR, House Resolution

IA, Division of Special Inter-American
Affairs, Department of State

IC, Interim Committee of the United
Nations General Assembly

ICAO, International Civil Aviation
Organization

ICEF, International Children’s Emer-
gency Fund

ICJ, International Court of Justice

ILO, International Labor Organization

infotel, information telegram

I0, Bureau of International Organiza-
tion Affairs, Department of State

IRO, International Refugee Organiza-
tion

IS, Division of International Security
Affairs, Department of State

ITO, International Trade Organization

ITP, Office of International Trade
Policy, Department of State

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

JSSC, Joint Strategic Survey Com-
mittee of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Le, Office of the Legal Adviser, De-
partment of State

L/T, Office of the Assistant Legal
Adviser, Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

L/UNA, Office of the Assistant Legal
Adviser, United Nations Affairs,
Department of State

Martel, indicator for telegrams from
the Secretary of State while at the
fifth session of the Council of For-
eign Ministers at London, Novem-
ber~December 1947

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS

MD, Munitions Division, Depart-
ment of State

mfn, most favored nation

MID, Military Intelligence Division,
Department of the Army

MP, Member of Parliament

MPR, Mongolian People’s Republic
(Outer Mongolia)

MSC, Military Staff Committee of the
United Nations Security Council

mytel, my telegram

NAC, National Advisory Council on
International Monetary and Finan-
cial Problems

NE, Division of Near Eastern Affairg,
Department of State

NEA, Office of Near Eastern and
African  Affairs, Department of
State A

NEI, Netherlands East Indies

NKVD, People’s Commissariat for
Internal Affairs (Soviet Union)

NOE, Division of Northern European
Affairs, Department of State

NSC, National Security Council

OA, Division of International Organi-
zation Affairs, Department of State

OIR, Office of Intelligence and Re-
search, Department of State

ONI, Office of Naval Intelligence

PCA, Policy Committee on Arms and
Armaments, Department of State

PD, Passport Division, Department of
State

PJBD, Permanent Joint Board on
Defense, United States—Canada

PPS, Policy Planning Staff, Depart-
ment of State

PSC, Belgian Social Christian Party

Pu, plutonium

RAC, Executive Committee on the
Regulation of Armaments

reDeptel, reference Department’s
telegram

reEmbs, reference Embassy’s tele-
gram :

reftel, reference telegram

reLegtel, reference Legation’s tele-
gram

Rep, Representative

reurtel, reference your telegram

RL, Division of American Republics
Analysis and Liaison, Department
of State
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RSC, Records Service Center, Depart-
ment of State

SACMED, Supreme Allied Com-
mander, Mediterranean

SA-M, Office of Special Assistant to
the Secretary of State for Press
Relations, Michael J. McDermott

SANACC, State-Army-Navy-Air Force
Coordinating Committee

SCAP, Supreme Commander, Allied
Powers in Japan

SC, Security Council

SC, Secretary’s Staff Committee,
Department of State

S.J. Res., Senate Joint Resolution

SPA, Office of Special Political Affairs,
Department of State

S/P, Policy Planning Staff, Depart-
ment of State

S/P.V., (United Nations) Conseil de
Sécurité Procés-verbaux Officiels

SSR, Soviet Socialist Republic

SWNCC, State-War-Navy Coordinat-
ing Committee

SYG, Secretary-General of the United
Nations

TAC, Interdepartmental Trade Agree-
ments Committee

Telmar, indicator for telegrams to the
Secretary of State while at the fifth
session of the Council of Foreign
Ministers at London, November—
December 1957

Toito, indicator for telegrams to the
United States Delegation to the
second session of the Preparatory
Committee of the United Nations
Conference on Trade and Employ-
ment, April 10-August 22, 1947
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TRC, Office of Transport and Com-
munications Policy, Department of
State

TrustCo, Trusteeship Council of the
United Nations

TVA, Tennessee Valley Authority

TWA, Trans World Airlines

UE, Office of the Under Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs

UKDel, United Kingdom Delegation

UNAEC, United Nations Atomic
Energy Commission

UNESCO, United Nations Educa-
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Or-
ganization

UNGA, General Assembly of the
United Nations

UNLC, United Nations Liaison Com-
mittee, Department of State

UNRRA, United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation Administration

UP, United Press

urtel, your telegram

USA, United States Army

USAEC, United States Atomic Energy
Commission

USDel, United States Delegation

USN, United States Navy

USUN, United States Mission to the
United Nations

VD, Visa Division, Department of
State

VHB, very heavy bomber

WDGS, War Department Genera
Staff

WE, Division of Western European
Affairs, Department of State

WHO, World Health Organization
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ERRATA

Page 119, footnote 4. Final sentence should read: “For text, see the
New York Times, September 15, 1947, p. 8, or Department of State
Bulletin, September 21, 1947, p. 589.”

Page 235, line 13: “Lord Inverchapel”.

Page 235, footnote 2 in center of page, last line: “see editorial note,
p. 228”.






ORGANIZATION AND ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE CON-
DUCT OF UNITED STATES RELATIONS WITH THE
UNITED NATIONS

Ewxecutive Order No. 9844, April 28, 1947, Establishing the United
States Mission at the United Nations*

By virtue of and pursuant to the authority vested in me by the
United Nations Participation Act of 1945 (59 Stat. 619) and as Presi-
dent of the United States, and for the purpose of defining further the
functions of the Representative of the United States in the United
Nations, it is hereby ordered as follows:

1. The Representative at the seat of the United Nations, the Deputy
Representative to the Security Council, Representatives in the Eco-
nomic and Social Council and its Commissions, the Trusteeship Coun-
cil, the Atomic Energy Commission, the Commission for Conventional
Armaments and the Military Staff Committee, and representatives to
organs and agencies of the United Nations hereafter appointed or
designated and included within the United States Mission to the United
Nations herein provided for, together with their deputies, staffs and
offices, shall be known as the United States Mission to the United
Nations.?

< 1From March 19, 1946, when the offices of the United States Representative
" at the United Nations, the United States Representative on the Economic and
Social Council, and their staffs were formally opened at the Seat of the United
Nations in New York, these were known collectively as the United States Delega-
tion to the United Nations (for documentation on this subject, see Foreign
Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.). After one year’s experience in staffing and
servicing the United States representation to various United Nations activities,
including the General Assembly session held in New York in the autumn of
1946, it was considered desirable to refine further the organization of these New
York offices, and the result was this executive order of April 28, 1947.

?The United States Representative at the Seat of the United Nations was also
the United States Representative on the Security Council of the United Nations,
on the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, and on the United Nations
Commission for Conventional Armaments; these posts were thus held concur-
rently, and the incumbent was Ambassador Warren R. Austin. According to the
United Nations Participation Act of 1945, the United States Representative at
the United Nations also functioned as Senior United States Representative to
the General Assembly of the United Nations, when the General Assembly was in
session, except when the Secretary of State was present.

At this time (April 1947) there was no incumbent United States Representa-
tive on the Economic and Social Council, and Leroy D. Stinebower of the
Department of State was serving as Acting United States Representative; sub-
sequently in July 1947 Willard L. Thorp, Assistant Secretary of State for
HEconomic Affairs, was appointed to fill this vacancy. In February 1947 Francis B.
(Sjayre .lhad been appointed United States Representative on the Trusteeship

ouncil.

For other United States representation to United Nations organs, subsidiary
organs, commissions, committees, and the specialized agencies, see The United
States and the United Nations: Report by the President to the Congress for the
Year 1947 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1948).

1
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2. The Representative of the United States at the seat of the United
Nations shall be the Chief of Mission in charge of the United States
Mission to the United Nations. The Chief of Mission shall coordinate
at the seat of the United Nations the activities of the Mission in carry-
ing out the instructions of the President transmitted either by the
Secretary of State or by other means of transmission as directed by
the President. Instructions to the Representatives of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff in the Military Staff Committee of the United Nations shall
be transmitted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On request of the Chief
of Mission, such Representatives shall, in addition to their responsi-
bilities under the Charter of the United Nations, serve as advisers in
the United States Mission to the United Nations.

3. The Chief of Mission shall also be responsible for the adminis-
tration of the Mission, including personnel, budget, obligation and ex-
penditure of funds, and the central administrative services; provided
that he shall not be responsible for the internal administration of the
personnel, budget, and obligation and expenditure of funds of the
United States Representatives in the Military Staff Committee. The
Chief of Mission shall discharge his responsibilities under this para-
graph in accordance with such rules and regulations as the Secretary
of State may from time to time prescribe.

4. This order shall be published in the Federal Register.

Harry S. TRuMAN

Tue Wuarte Housk,

April 28,1947

123 Herschel V. Johnson
Memorandwm by the Secretary of State to President Truman

WasHINgTON, July 9, 1947,

The absence during the month of July of Ambassador Warren R.
Austin, United States Representative to the United Nations and Chief
of Mission of the United States Mission to the United Nations, raises
the question of designating a Deputy Chief of Mission to act in his
stead during such absences, It is therefore proposed that Ambassador
Herschel V. Johnson be designated as Deputy Chief of Mission, in
order that he may act as Chief of Mission during the month of July
and at such other times as Ambassador Austin may be absent.*

*The appointment of Ambassador Johnson as Deputy Chief of the United
States Mission to the United Nations was a move to rationalize the organization
of the Mission in light of the failure of the United Nations Participation Act of
1945 to set up a position of Deputy United ‘States Representative at the United
Nations. (It was not until 1949 that the position of Deputy United States Repre-
sentative at the United Nations was established by an executive order under the
authorization of legislation that amended the Act of 1945.)

The position of Deputy Chief of Mission created in July 1947 is not to be con-
fused with that of Deputy to the United States Representative at the United
Nations; the latter position had been established in March 1947, and John C.
Ross held the post at this time.

P g
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There is attached a proposed letter * for your signature to Ambas-
sador Johnson, designating him as Deputy Chief of Mission.

This designation is proposed pursuant to Executive Order 9844
establishing the United States Mission to the United Nations and
providing for its direction and administration.

T recommend the appointment of Ambassador Johnson as proposed
in the attached draft letter. G. C. MARSHALL

? Not printed.

501.BB/7-2447

The Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs (Rusk) to
Mr. John Foster Dulles?*

WasHiNgTON, July 30, 1947,

Drar Mr. Durres: As Alger Hiss’ successor in the Office of Special
Political Affairs,? I should like to say that I was delighted to learn
that you would be willing to serve as a Representative on the U.S.
Delegation to the next meeting of the General Assembly. Please feel
free to call upon me at any time for any information or service which
you might need—one of our principal jobs is to see that everything
possible is done to permit the Delegation to function with maximum
effect.?

Regarding your note of July 24 to the Secretary,* I wonder if it
would not be profitable for me to call at your convenience in New York
to bring you up to date on the matters expected to arise in the Gen-
eral Assembly and the state of our preparation and tentative plans
for Delegation organization.

1Mr. Dulles was one of four persons who had been nominated by President
Truman for consideration by the Senate for appointment as United States Repre-
gentatives to the Second Session of the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to be held in New York September 16. For a list of the four Representatives and
five Alternate Representatives comprising the United States Delegation, see
p. 4.

?The Office of Special Political Affairs (SPA) was the Office in the Depart-
ment of State chiefly responsible for handling United Nations affairs, in close
coordination with the geographic Offices. SPA was made up of three divisions:
International Organization Affairs (chiefly matters pertaining to the General
Assembly), International Security Affairs (primarily Security Council matters),
and Dependent Area Affairs (matters relating to Non-Self-Governing and Trust
Territories). Alger Hiss was Director of SPA from its inception in 1945 until
early 1947 ; Dean Rusk became the incumbent on March 5, 1947.

2 In preparation for the General Assembly session, SPA drafted numerous posi-
tion papers based on the principal agenda items as known at the time. These
were organized on a Committee basis into a series of papers, “the SD series”
(State Department position papers, as opposed to “the US series” which gen-
erally were the same papers as modified by discussions at United States Delega-
tion meetings at New York). Thus, a paper relating to trusteeship matters
would carry the symbol SD [State Department]/A [General Assembly]/C.4
[Committee 4]/[the appropriate number in the series]. By 1948 the SD series
had become formalized as the Department’s official instructions to the United
States Delegation.

¢ Not printed.
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If you could indicate an hour on any day next week which would be
convenient, I’d greatly appreciate it.
Sincerely yours, Deax Rusk

501.BB/9-247

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary-General of the United
Nations (Lie)

Wasmineron, September 2, 1947.

Exceriexcy: I have the honor to inform you that the President of
‘the United States of America has appointed the following as Repre-
sentatives and Alternate Representatives of the United States to the
Second Session of the General Assembly of the United Nations:

Representatives: The Honorable George C. Marshall
The Honorable Warren R. Austin
The Honorable Herschel V. Johnson *
Mrs. Anna Eleanor Roosevelt ?
The Honorable John Foster Dulles

Alternate Representatives:® The Honorable Charles Fahy *
The Honorable Willard L. Thorp
The Honorable Francis B. Sayre
The Honorable Adlai Stevenson ®
Miss Virginia C. Gildersleeve ¢

‘When it is possible for the Secretary of State, the Honorable George
C. Marshall, to attend sessions of the General Assembly, he will serve
in the capacity of Senior Representative of the United States.

In the absence of the Secretary of State, the Honorable Warren R.
Austin will serve as Senior Representative of the United States.

Accept [ete.] RoserT A. LoverT

! In a memorandum of May 23 to Dean Acheson, Under Secretary of State, Mr.
Rusk noted that Ambassador Johnson had been recommended for appointment
to the United States Delegation by the Department as “a professional foreign
service officer of great experience and ability” (501.BB/5-2347). This was the
first time that a professional foreign service officer was named to the United
States Delegation. Another departure from the 1946 practice was the absence
of Congressional representation on the Delegation.

2 Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt had served on both United States Delegations to
the two parts of the First Session of the General Assembly in 1946.

2 As established in 1946 at the time of the first General Assembly meeting in
London, the practice of the United States Delegation was that Alternate Repre-
sentatives had the same standing as the Representatives.

) 9; Charles Fahy had been Legal Adviser of the Department of State until July
7.

5 Adlai E. Stevenson had served in a senior capacity as an adviser to both
United States Delegations in 1946.

®Dean Virginia C. Gildersleeve, Barnard College, at Columbia University,
New York, was appointed as a representative of prominent groups of civic-
minded American women. She never served, however, and was replaced by
Maj. Gen. John H. Hilldring, U.S. Army (Ret.), and until August 31, 1947,
Assistant Secretary of State for Occupied Areas.
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10 Files: US/A/M(Chr) /452

Minutes of the First Meeting of the United States Delegation to the
Second Regular Session of the General Assembly of the United Na-
tions, New Y ork,® September 12,1947, 10:30 a. m.*

CONFIDENTIAL

Present: Ambassador Austin Mr. Stevenson
Ambassador Johnson Mr. Ross
Mrs. Roosevelt Mr. Sandifer
Mzr. Dulles Mr. Winslow &
Mr. Fahy Mr. McKeever
Mr. Thorp Mr. Power

Ambassador Sayre
DELEGATION ASSIGNMENTS

Ambassador Austin opened the meeting remarking that since all of
the Delegates were veterans in United Nations matters there was no
need for any introductory statement on the task that lay ahead.

He read the tentative assignment of Committee work of the Dele-
gates (SD/A /156, Annex I17). He stated that the Secretary wished
to consult the Delegation on these Committee assignments and that if
any one were especially interested in some agenda item, and desired to
have his assignment changed, he should make his views known to the
Secretary. Otherwise, it would be assumed that the Delegation assign-
ments would be as set forth in the document. He understood Dean
Gildersleeve was i1l and, therefore, had tendered her resignation.

ORGANIZATION OF THE DELEGATION

Mr. Sandifer observed that everyone was already familiar with the
general procedure and the nature of the documentation. He noted that
instead of formal, signed instructions, the Delegation had been given
position books with recommendations which actually consisted of the
United States Government’s agreed position as of the present time. In

1 Short title for the Master Files, Reference and Documents Section, Bureau
of International Organization Affairs, Department of State.

?There is a carefully recorded set of minutes of United States Delegation
meetings, beginning with 1946. These carry the symbol US/A/M (Chr)/[number].
There is also a separate set of “Delegation Decisions” (US/A/M[number]).

3 Headquarters of the United States Delegation was the United States Mission,
located at Two Park Avenue.

*Two other meetings of the Delegation were held on September 12 ; these dealt
‘with substantive questions relating to items on the agenda of the General
Assembly. Ambassador Austin chaired these three meetings because Secretary
.of State Marshall did not attend until the fourth meeting, on September 13.

*Durward V. Sandifer, Special Deputy Director, Office of Special Political
Affairs, Principal Executive Officer of the United States Delegation.

¢ Messrs. Winslow, McKeever, and Power were offieers of the United States
Mission.

7 See Doc. US/A /443, September 23»p. 11.
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certain cases, the positions had not yet matured, as with the Palestine
and Greek questions which were still under study. Further documenta-
tion will be provided as the Assembly progressed. Moreover, it would
be endeavored to indicate for each case the degree of clearance and firm-
ness of the relevant papers. This could be made clear in the Delegation
discussions. Each Delegate had been supplied with position papers for
each Committee. In addition, the Advisers for the respective Commit-
tees had much larger and more extensive background books which
would be made available to the Delegates as the various questions
came forward. This arrangement had been made largely in the interest
of convenience so that Delegates would not be bothered with the ex-
tremely bulky documentation which had been prepared for all of the
Committees.

Mr. Sandifer referred to the statement in SD/A /156 on the organi-
zation and procedure of the Delegation. He described the Principal
Executive Officer’s function of supervising and coordinating the sub-
stantive material to see that it had been properly prepared; that the
positions were matured, and were presented to the Delegation for
consideration. He?® also had the responsibility for seeing that the
problems which arose in New York were presented in the Department
for decision. He described the Executive Officer as the managing
officer of the Committee, and the right-hand of the delegate. It would
be the Executive Officer’s responsibility to see that all documents were
properly prepared and to assist the Delegates at the plenary and com-
mittee sessions.

Since Committee 1 had a large number of complex subjects on its
agenda, there was a long list of advisers but these would, in practice,
be broken down into working teams. The Executive Officer of Com-
mittee 1 was to serve as a general manager of various working teams
in coordination with Mr. Sandifer. In the case of other Committees,
the Executive Officer was to serve him as an adviser. Mr. Wainhouse
was to serve as a deputy for Mr. Sandifer with respect to Committee 1.
The specialist advisers would be in charge of the preparation for the
specific agenda items. Mr. Sandifer also pointed out that when the
Department was asked for instructions, these should be cleared
through Mr. Sandifer.

Ambassador Austin inquired whether, in view of the fact that the
Secretary would be present, the former procedure of consultation with
the Department would be continued. Mr. Sandifer replied that the
Secretary would want to talk with the Delegation about this question.
He understood the Secretary was not sure how much time he could
spend in New York. Since he could not give continuous attention to
all of the Assembly (Luestions, the Secretary would prefer to use the

8 The Principal Executive Officer.
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Department for all of the staff work. Therefore, normally, it would
be expected that questions would be referred to the Department. Al-
though the Secretary desired that the Delegation consult with him, he
did not want to assume the continuous responsibility for reviewing and
* deciding all questions. ‘

Ambassador Austin inquired whether it was Mr. Sandifer’s under-
standing that there was no change in the procedure of clearance with
Washington that, in short, the presence of the Secretary did not bring
the Department to New York. Mr. Sandifer said that this was his
understanding but that the Ambassador would want to take up this
question with the Secretary.

Ambassador Austin emphasized that it was necessary for the Dele-
gation to have complete coordination in order that it might run
smoothly. Mr. Sandifer commented that certain confusion had arisen
last year from the fact that Secretary Byrnes had been in town for the
Council of Foreign Ministers meetings. Accordingly, rather compli-
cated procedures had arisen. He pointed out that Secretary Marshall
worked on the basis of staff work.

Mr. Sandifer explained the general role and nature of the Advisers.

Misston FaAciuiTies

Mr. Winslow welcomed the Delegation on behalf of the permanent
Mission. He explained the shortage of local transportation, stating
that transportation would be available on a pool basis for Delegates
at all reasonable hours, seven days a week. He cautioned against exces-
sively long trips outside the immediate business area but assured the
Delegates that all of their transportation requirements would be made
if they placed them with the dispatcher. Ambassador Austin empha-
sized that the Delegates must have no concern about such minor de-
tails as moving around freely, and instructed all transportation needs
of the Delegation should be met promptly.

CoMMITTEE SCHEDULES

At Ambassador Austin’s request, Mr. Power explained the tentative
schedule of Committee meetings as planned by Secretary-General Lie’s
office. These would provide that Committee 1 and the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee on Palestine should meet once a day each, six days a week. It
was also planned that Committee 5 would have almost daily meetings.
However, the Committee 5 and the Headquarters Committee, Com-
mittees 2 and 3 and Joint Committees 2 and 3 are to be planned in
such a way that they would not conflict. The Secretary-General’s pro-
posal was that meetings should be held on a six-day a week schedule.
Night meetings were not planned for the present.

[Here follows further discussion of the facilities of the United
States Mission. ]
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IO Files: US/A/Inf/2-Rev.4
United States Delegation Information Paper?

UnrTep STATES DELEGATION TO THE SECOND SESSION OF THE GGENERAL
AssemBLY oF THE UNITED NATIONS

Representatives

The Honorable George C. Marshall, Secretary of State*

The Honorable Warren R. Austin, United States Representative to
the United Nations and Representative in the Security Council,
Ambassador

The Honorable Herschel V. Johnson, Deputy United States Repre-
sentative in the Security Council, Ambassador

The Honorable Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt

The Honorable John Foster Dulles

Alternate Representatives

The Honorable Charles Fahy

The Honorable Willard L. Thorp, United States Representative in
the Economic and Social Council, Assistant Secretary of State
for Economic Affairs

The Honorable Francis B. Sayre, United States Representative in
the Trusteeship Council, Ambassador

The Honorable Adlai E. Stevenson

Major General John H. Hilldring, USA (Ret.)

Advisers

Theodore C. Achilles, Foreign Service Officer, Department of State
The Honorable Paul H. Alling, Ambassador of the United States to
Pakistan f
LaVerne Baldwin, Foreign Service Officer, Department of State
The Honorable Ralph A. Bard, Deputy United State Representa-
tive on the Commission for Conventional Armaments, United
States Mission to the United Nations.

Donald C. Blaisdell, Associate Chief, Division [of] International
Security Affairs, Department of State

The Honorable Charles E. Bohlen, Counselor, Department of State

Philip M. Burnett, Division of International Organization Affairs,
Department of State

William I. Cargo, Division of Dependent Area, Affairs, Department
of State :

! This is the final official Delegation list with list of Staff of Advisers; although
dated November 19, it is inserted here for convenience of reference.

*When it is possible for him to attend, will serve as Senior United States
Representative on the Delegation. In his absence, Ambassador Austin will serve
as Senior United States Representative. [Footnote in the source text.]



UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 9

-The Honorable William Dawson, Special United States Representa-
tive on the Governing Board of the Pan American Union,
Ambassador

Erle R. Dickover, Foreign Service Officer, Department of State

Dorothy Fosdick, Office of European Affairs, Department of State

William A. Fowler, Foreign Service Officer, Department of State

James Frederick Green, Associate Chief, Division of Dependent
Area Affairs, Department of State

William O. Hall, Director, Office of Budget and Planning, Depart-
ment of State

Major General Hubert R. Harmon, United States Air Force, United
States Representative on Military Staff Committee, United
States Mission to the United Nations

Admiral H. K. Hewitt, United States Navy, United States Repre-
sentative on Military Staff Committee, United States Mission
to the United Nations

Louis K. Hyde, Jr.,, Adviser on Economic and Social Council
Affairs, United States Mission to the United Nations

Laura Iredale, Division of International Organization Affairs,
Department of State

Gerald Keith, Foreign Service Officer, Department of State

Gordon Knox, Adviser on Security Council and General Affairs,
United States Mission to the United Nations

Samuel K. C. Kopper, Special Assistant to the Director, Office of
Near Eastern and African Affairs, Department of State

Robert I. Kull, Division of International Organization Affairs,
Department of State

John Maktos, Assistant to the Legal Adviser, Department of State

Carl Marcy, Acting Legislative Counsel, Department of State

Harley A. Notter, Adviser, Office of Special Political Affairs,

-Department of State

Charles P. Noyes, Adviser on Security Council and General Affairs,
United States Mission to the United Nations

Sidney E. O’Donoghue, Foreign Service Officer, Department of
State

Frederick H. Osborn, Deputy United States Representative on the
Atomic Energy Commission of the United Nations, United
States Mission to the United Nations

David H. Popper, Acting Assistant Chief, Division of International
Organization Affairs, Department of State

G. Hayden Raynor, Special Assistant to the Director, Office of
European Affairs, Department of State

Lieutenant General M. B. Ridgway, United States Army, United
States Representative on Military Staff Committee, United
States Mission to the United Nations

335-253—73—3
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John C. Ross, Deputy to the Representative at the Seat of the United
Nations, United States Mission to the United Nations

Durward V. Sandifer, Special Deputy Director, Office of Special
Political Affairs, Department of State

Eric Stein, Division of International Security Affairs, Department
of State

Leroy D. Stinebower, Deputy United States Representative in the
Economic and Social Council, Special Assistant to the Assistant
Secretary for Economic Affairs, Department of State

Donald C. Stone, Assistant Director in charge of Administrative
Management, Bureau of the Budget

Paul B. Taylor, Division of International Organization Affairs,
Department of State

Elwood N. Thompson, Deputy Director, Office of Special Political
Affairs, Department of State

David W. Wainhouse, Assistant Chief, Division of International
Organization Affairs, Department of State

The Honorable Avra Warren, Minister of the United States to New
Zealand

H. Bartlett Wells, Foreign Service Officer, Department of State

Marjorie M. Whiteman, Assistant to the Legal Adviser, Depart-
ment of State

Murray M. Wise, Assistant Chief, Division of Central America
and Panama A ffairs, Department of State

Principal Executive Officer

Durward V. Sandifer, Special Deputy Director, Office of Special
Political Affairs, Department of State
Special Assistant
David H. Popper, Acting Assistant Chief, Division of Interna-
tional Organization Affairs, Department of State
Assistants
Elizabeth Ann Brown, Division of International Organizaticn
A ffairs, Department of State
Betty C. Gough, Division of International Organization Affairs,
Department of State

Secretary-General :
Richard S. Winslow, Secretary-General, United States Mission to
the United Nations

Deputy Secretary-General

Thomas F. Power, Jr., Deputy Secretary-General, United States
Mission to the United Nations
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Special Assistant

Lee B. Blanchard, Special Assistant to the Secretary-General,
United States Mission to the United Nations

Information Officer

Porter McKeever, Chief, Office of Public Information, United
States Mission to the United Nations
Assistants

David Wilson, United States Mission to the United Nations
Frank Standley, Office of the Special Assistant for Press Rela-
tions, Department of State

Public Liaison Officer
Chester S. Williams, Public Liaison Officer, Office of Public Infor-
mation, United States Mission to the United Nations
Assistants to the Delegates

Brigadier General Marshall S. Carter, Special Assistant to the
Secretary, Department of State

William H. A. Mills, Special Assistant to the Representative at the
Seat of the United Nations, United States Mission to the United
Nations

IO Files:US/A/443

United States Delegation Working Paper
[New Yorxk,] September 23, 1947,

ORGANIZATION OF DELEGATES FOR WORE OF GENERAL AssEMBLY

The Secretary, Chairman of the Delegation

Ambassador Austin, Deputy to the Secretary as Chairman of the
Delegation, and Acting Chairman in his absence.
General Committee
Ambassador Austin
Ambassador Johnson

Committee 1 (Political and Security)

The Secretary

Ambassador Austin

Ambassador Johnson

Mr. Dulles

Nore: Principal responsibility on certain subjects has been assigned
to other Delegates. See attached list of assignment of Com-
mittee 1 subjects.
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Commiittee 2 (Economic and Financial)
Mzr. Thorp
Committee 3 (Social, Humanitarian, and Cultural)
Mrs. Roosevelt
Commiittee 4 (Trusteeship)
Mr. Dulles
Ambassador Sayre
Committee 5 (Administrative and Budgetary)
Ambassador Austin
Mr. Stevenson
Commiittee 6 (Legal)
Mr. Fahy
Committee on Palestine
Ambassador Johnson
General Hilldring
Headquarters Committee
Ambassador Austin

ASSIGNMENTS oF SUBJECTS ON COMMITTEE 1

The Secretary—Chairman of the Delegation
General responsibility; specific responsibility as circumstances
require
Ambassador Austin—Deputy to the Secretary as Chairman of the
Delegation, and Acting Chairman in his absence
Report of the Security Council
Atomic Energy
Conventional Armaments
Implementation of Article 43
U.S.S.R. Resolution on “Measures to be Taken Against Propaguanda
and the Inciters of a New War”

Ambassador Johnson
Palestine
Threats to the political independence and territorial integrity of
Greece
Mr. Dulles
Voting procedure in the Security Council .
Interim Committee on Peace and Security of the General Assembly
Korea
Greece—assistance to Ambassador Johnson
Mrs. Roosevelt
T.S.S.R. Resolution on “Measures to be Taken Against Propaganda
and the Inciters of a New War”—assistance to Ambassador Austin
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Mr. Faly
Indiansin South Africa
Spain
Mr. Thorp
Revision of Italian Peace Treaty
General Hilldring
Korea—assistance to Mr. Dulles
Palestine—assistance to Ambassador Johnson
Mr. Stevenson
Membership

13



GENERAL UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD THE
UNITED NATIONS

1. THE UNITED STATES AND THE UNITED NATIONS: THE UNITED
STATES INITIATIVE, SEPTEMBER 1947

Editorial Note

Numerous addresses and statements relating the foreign policy
of the United States to the goals and purposes of the United Nations
were made in 1947 by high-ranking United States Government officials,
including the President; these are printed in whole or in part in the
Department of State Bulletin and in 7'he United States and the United
Nations Report by the President to the Congress for the Year 1947
(Washington, Government Printing Office, 1948). These official
pronouncements tended increasingly to reflect the anxiety of Govern-
ment leaders concerning “the vicious circles” of deepening political
and economic crises throughout the world, and came to focus specif-
ically on the Second Session of the General Assembly of the United
Nations, which convened at New York on September 16. Official
United States policy regarding needful United Nations action in the
worsening international situation was embodied in an address made by
Secretary of State Marshall to the General Assembly on September 17
(for text, see United Nations, Official Records of the General As-
sembly, Second Session, Plenary Mectings, pages 19 ff.). The speech,
entitled “A Program for a More Effective United Nations,” outlined
a series of proposals concerning how to deal firmly with actual or
threatened aggression in certain parts of the world (Greece and Korea)
and to cope with constitutional difficulties—within the Organization
itself—that hampered constructive action by the United Nations (the
voting impasse in the Security Council, the proposal to set up an
“interim committee” of the General Assembly). The documents that
follow are illustrative of some of the thinking that went into the
United States effort to formulate foreign policy, at that time, within
the context of United Nations action.

14
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IO Files

Memorandum by Miss Dorothy Fosdick of the Office of European
A ffairs to the Director of the Office of European Ajffairs (Matthews)

SECRET [WasuiNgTON,] July 18, 1947.

Subject: T.S. Policies at the Second Session of the United Nations
General Assembly

At a recent meeting of the General Assembly steering group (com-
posed of SPA, the four geographic offices and LE), Mr. Rusk * stated
that, in addition to the items now on the provisional agenda for the
General Assembly, thought is being given in the Department to pro-
posals that the United States itself might wish to bring before the
General Assembly, in line with the basic objectives of our foreign
policy.? Mr. Rusk then presented three tentative proposals, as follows,
which no doubt will receive further consideration in the Department,
and which I want to bring to your attention :

1. Commission of the Assembly on Indirect Aggression. We might
advocate at the next session of the Assembly that a permanent com-
mission be established to investigate threats, wherever they occur in
the world, against the integrity of states through infiltration, sub-
versive actions of minorities or other measures falling short of out-
right armed aggression. Such a commission, composed of twenty-one
states, might be formally constituted at the fall Assembly and be asked
to report to a special session in March, 1948. This proposal would
afford a concrete way of approaching the problem of Russian aggres-
sion in southeast Europe. The discussion in the Assembly on this pro-
posal would afford an opportunity for stating the case against Rus-
sian infiltration and assault on the integrity of such states as Greece,
Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria and Austria.

2. Action for the Control of Atomic Energy. We might request the
General Assembly at its fall session to call upon the Atomic Energy
Commission to produce a draft treaty for the control of atomic energy,
such treaty to be ready for submission to a special session of the Gen-
eral Assembly early in 1948. This proposal would clarify the status
of negotiations for the control of atomic energy. At present, public
opinion has the impression that some progress is being made in this
field, when, as a matter of fact, a complete impasse prevails.

3. Mutual Assistance Pact. We might supplement the provisions of
Chapters VI and VII of the Charter by proposing a worldwide treaty
of mutual assistance, along the lines of the Act of Chapultepec, under
Article 51 of the Charter. It would be the purpose of such multilateral
mutual assistance treaty to complement the proposed twenty-one state
commission on aggression by infiltration, since the treaty would deal
with overt aggression. The treaty would provide that in case of armed
conflict, the parties to the treaty would automatically support each
other. This might prove a further deterrent to a potential aggressor,

* Dean Rusk, Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs.

? For reference source materials on this Departmental effort in July, August,
and6 6September, prior to the meeting of the General Assembly, see footnote 1,
p. 166.



16 - FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

and also strengthen the hands of less powerful states attempting to
combat infiltration.

I agreed that we would give further thought in EUR to these pro-
posals and to others which might usefully be made by us to the Gen-
eral Assembly. Do you think it might be worthwhile to convene a
meeting of the Division Chiefs in EUR for a frank discussion of these
proposals? @

3 Further discussion between interested offices in the Department resulted in
a memorandum by Mr. Rusk to the Under Secretary of State (Lovett), dated
July 23, p. 567.

Policy Planning Staff Files

Memorandum, by the Ohief of the Division of International Security
Affairs (Johnson) to the Director of the Policy Planning Stajff
(Kennan)

SECRET [WasHINGTON,] August 6, 1947.

Subject: U.S. Program in the Forthcoming Session of U.N. General
Assembly

1. I believe it would be most worthwhile for the U.S. at the forth-
coming session of the U.N. General Assembly, to make a clear-cut
statement which would re-state U.S. policy and objectives in the U.N.
and would point out how our attempts to carry out that policy and to
build up the U.N. have been consistently frustrated by the obstruc-
tionist policies and tactics of the U.S.S.R.

This statement, which should be moderate and regretful in tone,
should give a history of our efforts and of how they have been blocked.
Tt should point out the relation between the Soviet position in the
U.N. and the way in which the Greek—Turkish aid program and the
Marshall Plan have been handled. It should also refer to our views
and intentions on the provision of armed forces and other matters
(including atomic energy, if things work out that way).

I am deeply convinced that such a statement should not include
any language to the effect that the frustrations in the Security Coun-
cil have led us to the conviction that that body should not be used as a
forum for dealing with political disputes.

2. With respect to an affirmative set of proposals designed to carry
on from the statement, I think the presentation of such proposals
would be desirable, if, but only if, they had substantive merit.

3. With respect to the first suggestion advanced by Mr. Rusk in his
memorandum to Mr. Lovett,* I have the following comments :

(2) Under present circumstances, there is real advantage, in my
opinion, in having in continuous existence a U.N. body to which all

1 Post, p. 567.
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questions of principle relating to crucial issues of international rela-
tions can be presented, without running into the problems raised by
the specific nature of the Security Council’s competence and by its
voting procedure. There would also, as Mr. Rusk suggests, be advan-
tage 1n focusing world attention on methods of indirect aggression,
through the deliberations of such a U.N. body.

(6) Whether such a standing committee should also have broader
powers than those suggested by Mr. Rusk should be considered. It
might, for example, be desirable to make such a committee a forum
to which individual nations could bring problems which, on the face
of them, are not readily susceptible of eifective treatment in the
Security Council.

(¢) Accordingly, while I am not yet convinced that the U.S. should
present a proposal along the lines of Mr. Rusk’s first suggestion, I do
feel that 1t is worthwhile to have this suggestion elaborated on an
urgent basis in order that its probable advantages and disadvantages
can be more accurately weighed.

4. I cannot now see any affirmative program which the U.S. could
introduce, except one based on Mr. Rusk’s first point, which would
have sufficient value in itself to justify advancing it.2

JoserH E. JoHNSON

®On August 7 the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Kennan) submitted
to the Under Secretary of State a Policy Planning Staff Paper (PPS/5, printed
p. 594) containing the staff’s views of the Rusk proposals for the adoption of a
United States program for the forthcoming meeting of the General Assembly.
With specific reference to United States policies that were subsequently carried
out at the United Nations, the relevant parts are sections 3, 4, and 5.

IL. THE UNITED STATES POSITION REGARDING THE PLACE OF
MEETING OF THE THIRD REGULAR SESSION OF THE GENERAL
ASSEMBLY IN 1948

10 Files: US/A/735
United States Delegation Position Paper

CONTIDENTIAL [New Yorg,] October 29, 1947.

Prorosar. To Horp TaHE TuIrD REGULAR SESSION OF THE GENERAL
AssemBLY 1IN EUROPE

THE PROBLEM

The problem is to determine the position of the United States with
regard to a French proposal, supported by a number of other dele-
gations, that the third regular session of the General Assembly (1948)
be held in Europe.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The United States should support this proposal on the following
grounds:
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a. Tt is desirable to make the influence of the United Nations felt
more strongly in Europe.

b. At the second part of the first regular session of the General As-
sembly the United States voted for a Ukrainian proposal to hold the
second regular session of the General Assembly in Europe, as a result
of the understanding with the Soviet Union that a final decision with
respect to location of the permanent headquarters in the United States
would be taken before the end of the second part of the first regular
session.t

¢. Since the permanent headquarters will presumably be under con-
struction in September 1948, it would be appropriate to hold the third
regular session in another city. A decision to this effect would not
now have any bearing upon the location of the permanent United
Nations headquarters.

9. The United States should indicate that it has no strong prefer-
ence as to the city in Western Europe which is to be chosen as the
site for the 1948 session. The United States should favor a resolution
which does not mention a specific location in Europe but which pro-
vides that the choice shall be made by the Secretary-General in con-
sultation with the member States.

COMMENT

1. At a meeting of Under Secretary Lovett’s Staff Committee in the
Department, prior to the opening of the General Assembly, there was
unanimous agreement that the United States should support in prin-
ciple the holding of the third regular session in Europe. However, the
United States should retain freedom of action to give careful and
fair consideration to objections if raised by the Secretary-General on
administrative and financial grounds.

The United States Delegation has been advised informally by the
Secretary-General’s Office that the Secretariat can service a session in
Europe; that the increased cost of holding such a session in Geneva
would be approximately $1,200,000; but that the cost in other cities
might be lower provided funds were contributed by the government
concerned especially in Paris. Paris and Brussels have both been men-
tioned as possible sites. The Secretariat believes that accommodations
would be adequate in any of these three cities. It would prefer that
any resolution offered on this subject should not specify the city con-
cerned, in order that the Secretary-General may retain some bargain-
ing advantage in dealing with the government concerned, hotels, local
transportation and other business agencies.

1 or relevant public documentation regarding this aspect of the headquarters
site problem, see Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, p. 112, footnote 62.
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Holding the next session of the General Assembly in Europe would
result in an increased cost to the United States for the transportation
and servicing of the Delegation. This can be compensated for to some
extent by restricting the size of the Delegation.

IO Files: US/A/762

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. G. Hayden LRaynor of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL - [NEW Yorxk,] October 31, 1947.

In answer to my inquiry, Mr. Jebb ! confirmed previous conversa-
tions with Hector McNeil and other members of the United Kingdom
Delegation to the effect that the British are definitely against the next
meeting being held in Europe. He did not speak so strongly on the
matter as did Mr. McNeil and others yesterday.

H. Ray~or

LH. M. G. Jebb of the United Kingdom Delegation.

10 Files: US/A/803 ’

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. G. H ayden Raynor of the
United States Delegation Staff of Adwisers :

CONTFIDENTIAL [New Yorx,] November 3, 1947.

Participants: Mr. Morgenstierne, Norwegian Delegation
Dr. J. H. van Royen, Netherlands Delegation
Mr. Hayden Raynor, United States Delegation

At lunch today both of the above[-named ] gentlemen stated it would
be a mistake for the next General Assembly to be held in Europe. Dr.
van Royen in particular expressed the view that assuming a continu-
ance of present Soviet tactics in the Assembly, the holding of the meet-
ing in Europe would have a definitely harmful rather than beneficial
effect. Mr. Morgenstierne stated however that he fully expected to be
outvoted on this matter in his own delegation. Dr. van Royen also
added that it would be a most difficult thing for a western European
state to oppose the plan and he intimated that the Netherlands despite
its feeling probably would be unable to do so. ’
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IO Tiles: US/A/829

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Theodore C. Achilles of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL [New York,] November 3, 1947.

At Mr. Raynor’s request I sought out Parodi* after the General
Committee meeting this afternoon to tell him that the seriousness of
the British concern at the next session being held in Europe was fore-
ing our delegation to give further consideration to the question, and
that it looked as if we might have to follow a policy of very strict
neutrality about it.

He then said he wanted to talk to me privately and, when we were
alone, asked my frank opinion as to the fear expressed by the British
that holding the Assembly in Europe would result in a serious decline
in United States interest in the United Nations. He said the French
were most anxious to avoid any such development, that this was the
only argument advanced by the British which worried them, and
that if we shared the British point of view about it they would not
wish to push for having the next session in Europe. I gave him my
frank opinion that holding the session in Europe would mean less pub-
licity and interest in the United States for developments during that
session but that it would by no means seriously lessen American
interest in the United Nations.

Tueovore C. ACHILLES

1 Alexandre Parodi, Permanent Representative of France at the United
Nations.

10 Files: US/A/874
United States Delegation Position Paper

RESTRICTED [New York,] November 12, 1947.

FreEncH-SwEDIsH REsorurioN oN Prace or Megrine oF THE THIRD
REGULAR SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

1. United States Position

The United States should vote in favor of this Resolution, which
proposes that the Third Regular Session of the General Assembly be
held in FEurope. The resolution requests the Secretary-General, in
consultation with a committee of nine members designated by the
President, of the General Assembly, to choose the city where the
session shall be held.

If, as is probable, a rather spirited debate takes place on this issue,
the United States Representative may consider it advisable to make
a brief statement indicating the position of the United States.



UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 21

2. History in Commititee

On November 3, the General Committee recommended to the Gen-
eral Assembly that the French-Swedish proposal be considered by the
General Assembly in plenary session, and that the budgetary and
administrative implications of the proposal be referred to the Fifth
Committee for consideration and report. The Secretary-General sub-
sequently informed the Fifth Committee that, compared to estimated
costs at headquarters, the additional costs of holding the session in
Geneva amount to $1,336,344, and at a site other than Geneva, to
$1,482,562. These figures were referred by the Fifth Committee to the
Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions,
which revised and reduced them to an additional cost of $901,875 for
a session in Geneva and of $1,047,875 for a session elsewhere in Europe.
With some reservations, the Secretary-General accepted the Advisory
Committee’s estimates. By a vote of 46-0, with 2 abstentions, Com-
mittee 5 agreed that these cost figures should be transmitted to the
Assembly. In the course of discussion in the Committee, representa-
tives of the following States spoke against the proposal to hold the
Third Regular Session of the General Assembly in Europe: China,
Nicaragua, Cuba, Uruguay, United Kingdom and the Netherlands.
The proposal was supported by the delegates of Sweden, Belgium and
the Philippines.

3. Possible Developments in the Plenary Session

The French Delegation may be expected to lead the fight for hold-
ing the Third Regular Session in Europe, in the hope that the site
finally chosen might be Paris. The United Kingdom Delegation, sup-
ported by the delegations of the Dominions, will probably oppose
strenuously any effort to hold the next General Assembly in Furope.
The British will presumably stress the administrative and budgetary
difficulties involved in holding the session away from headquarters at
this particular time, although there is reason to believe that they are
also motivated by fear that Communist propaganda agencies in Eu-
rope may exploit the opportunity provided by an Assembly held in
Paris for a strenuous propaganda campaign.

It is impossible to predict the outcome of this discussion in the
Assembly, and it would not be surprising if the vote on the Resolution
were close.!

* After quite extensive debate beginning on November 14, the General Assembly
on November 15 adopted the French-Swedish resolution (32-15-5), the United
States voting affirmatively; for the discussion in the General Assembly, see
United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly, Second Session, Plenary
Meetings, vol. 11, pp. 896 ff.; for text of the resolution, see United Nations,
Official Records of the General Assembly, Second Session, Resolutions, p. 153.
Subsequently the General Assembly appointed a committee of nine members
to choose the city in Europe where the Third Regular Session of the General
Assembly was to be held. This committee consisted of Australia, Byelorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Ethiopia, India, Lebanon, Netherlands, Norway,
Panama, and Uruguay ; Paris was selected.
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11I. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE SEAT OF THE UNITED NATIONS IN THE
UNITED STATES: THE HEADQUARTERS AND INTERIM HEADQUAR-
TERS AGREEMENTS; THE PROPOSED GENERAL CONVENTION ON
PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES OF THE UNITED NATIONS; THE
QUESTION OF FINANCING CONSTRUCTION OF THE HEADQUARTERS*

501.AC/4-1747 : Telegram

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Austin) to
’ the Secrctary of State

CONFIDENTIAL New Yorg, April 17, 1947—6 p. m.
PRIORITY '

360. At meeting of delegation SYGs April 16 Secretariat officials,
at Argentine request, reported on status of negotiations between US
and UN on headquarters arrangements. Secretariat reported that US
intention on section 27 relating to privileges and immunities for resi-
dent representatives to UN was that full diplomatic privileges should
be granted only to persons of ambassadorial and ministerial rank, and
a few other members of the staff.?

There was strong, unanimous criticism made by representatives of
95 delegations present that the phrase in section 27 stating that priv-
ileges and immunities would be granted to “such resident members
of their (resident representatives) staffs as may be agreed upon by
the SYG, USA, and government of the member concerned” would
be so narrowly interpreted by U.S. The intended interpretation was
obviously a surprise to those present.

U.S. member was requested to make known to me and, through me,
the Dept, the opposition of the delegations represented to the pro-
posed text and US plan to limit number on staffs of representatives to
whom diplomatic privileges and immunities would be granted. Unan-
imous agreements was that missions accredited to US in Washington

1 Continued from Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 60-116.
 2X¥or citations to. references in this paragraph, see footnotes to memorandum
by the Legal Adviser (Fahy), April 23, infra.

On June 20, 1946, officers of the Department of State and the Secretariat of
the United Nations reached agreement on a text for a draft headquarters conven-
tion regarding the location of the permanent headquarters of the United Nations
in the United States, section 27 of which read :

“Tyery person accredited to the United Nations by a Member as the principal
resident representative of such Member or as a resident representative with the
rank of ambassador or minister plenipotentiary, and such resident members of
their staffs as may be agreed upon between the Secretary-General, the United
States of America and the Government of the Member concerned, shall[,] whether
residing inside or outside the zone, be entitled in the territory of the United States
to the same privileges and immunities as it accords to diplomatic envoys accred-
ited to it. In the case of Members whose governments are not recognized by the
United States of America, such privileges and immunities need be extended to
their representatives, or persons on the staffs of such representatives, only within
the zone, at their residences and offices outside the zone, in transit between the
zone and such residences and offices, and in transit on official business to or from
foreign countries.”



UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 23

and to UN in NY should receive identical privileges and immunities
and for corresponding members of their staffs. SYGs of Argentina,
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Colombia, Poland, Greece, and Nether-
lands stated that they were certain their governments would oppose a
limitation of this nature. Polish representative noted it was a rare oc-
casion when Polish and Argentine representatives agreed heartily.

Netherlands and Australian representatives observed that probable
result of such an article would be numerous evasions, mentioning spe-
cifically that staffs would secure immunity from customs by importing
goods in name of resident representative. Another type of evasion
suggested was that all or nearly all of officers of mission would be
designated as ministers, thus mocking law.

Secretariat also reported that it was State Department view tiat
agreement should be submitted to Congress in form of joint resolu-
tion to be approved by Congress prior to its submission to the next GA..
Opposition and concern were expressed by several SYGs that agree-
ment might be approved by Congress before submission to GA, thereby
tacing GA with fait accompli or making extremely difficult a recom-
mendation by GA that Congress reverse its action. It was the sense of
the meeting that it would be preferable to postpone Congressional
action until the text had been reviewed by GA.

Secretariat representative (Schreiber) defended text of agreement,
pointing to probable delays if question were reopened. However, he
indicated that support indicated by delegation representatives would
strengthen hand of SYG in remaining negotiations with US.

US made no comment on foregoing, simply agreeing to transmit
views. :

The question of privileges and immunities for members of missions
to UN has explosive possibilities for US. Solid front presented by
other delegations may place US in very embarrassing position.
Permanent delegations attach more importance to this than to many
substantive issues. Implication for other delegations is clearly that US
considers UN to be on a subordinate plane to foreign missions ac-
credited to US. Such a position has inference that US places less
emphasis on UN than on relations with individual governments and
therefore appears to be an unwillingness to support fully the UN. In
addition to the important policy consideration thereby involved, Dept
should consider difficulty that will be experienced by delegation in
dealing with other delegations for whom lack of diplomatic status is a
ranking condition.

Now that all permanent delegations here have learned of the US
position, the issue will certainly come to the fore and will be a constant
irritant from this point forward.

Recommend that Department give serious consideration to impli-
cations of a restricted interpretation of privileges and immunities and
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that I be authorized in contemplated definitive negotiations with SYG
Lie to concede that the privileges and immunities to be granted to the
missions of the members acredited to the UN should be substantially
the equivalent of those granted to the foreign missions in Washington.
TIn return for such concession by US we may find it easier to achieve
our objective in the matter of deportation of undesirable employees of

Secretariat.
AvusTIN

L/UNA Files

Memorandwm by the Legal Adwiser (Fahy) to the United States
Representative at the United Nations (Austin)

CONFIDENTIAL [WasHINGTON,]| April 23, 1947.
Subject: United Nations Headquarters Agreements

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a brief survey of the
situation as it now stands. More elaborate background material and
documentation are contained in the book entitled “Arrangements Re-
specting Permanent Headquarters of the United Nations” * which was
prepared for you as part of the documentation for the second part of
the first session of the General Assembly.

Status of Negotiations

At the first part of the first session, the General Assembly passed
on February 13, 1946, a resolution authorizing the Secretary-General
(with the assistance of a committee composed of persons appointed by
ten member governments) to negotiate the appropriate arrangements
between the United Nations and the United States. The General As-
sembly submitted a “Draft Convention” to the Secretary-General for
his use in the negotiations as a basis for discussion.

Formal negotiations in June 1946 resulted in the draft of June 20,
1946 which, as indicated in an exchange of letters between Dr. Kerno *
and myself, was to be regarded purely as a working draft.

The official report of the negotiations was published in the attached
UN Document A /67, with text of the draft agreement as Annex I and
the exchange of letters as Annex II.2

In the course of discussions with Dr. Kerno, the United States took
the position that it would prefer to have the arrangements in the form
of an executive agreement to be authorized by joint resolution of the
Congress rather than by a treaty to be acted on only by the Senate. An
opinion from the Acting Attorney General approving the legality of

1 Qee Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, footnote 34, p. 81.

2Ivan S. Kerno, U.N. Assistant Secretary-General for Legal Affairs.

8 United Nations Doc. A/67 is not printed in the Foreign Relations series; it
may be found in depository libraries of the United Nations.
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this procedure was obtained under date of August 20, 1946 and was
published as Annex ITI of Document A /67.

It was originally hoped that the agreement would be negotiated in
final form during the fall session of the General Assembly. However,
the late date of the decision as to location of the permanent headquar-
ters made this impractical. The General Assembly adopted a resolution
on December 14, 1946 authorizing the Secretary-General to negotiate
the appropriate agreement and stating that in such negotiations he
“shall be guided by the provisions of the draft agreement” of June 20,
1946. It was stipulated that the agreement should not come into force
until approved by the General Assembly although the Secretary-Gen-
eral was authorized to make, without further approval, interim ar-
rangements with respect to the temporary headquarters.

Further negotiations were held on February 13 and 14, 1947 with
Mzr. Feller ® and Dr. Saba ¢ of the Secretariat and representatives of
the City and State of New York as well as the Department of Justice.
These negotiations were based on the Department’s revised draft of
January 14 (of which a copy is attached) 7 together with additional
proposals which were submitted informally at the meeting. The nego-
tiations were followed by correspondence and telephone conversations
on various points. Asa result, there is now tentative agreement 8 on all
matters except the following:

Remaining Questions To Be Negotiated

(1) Applicability of United States deportation laws to personnel
of the United Nations and delegations. This is discussed separately in
my memorandum for the Acting Secretary of March 28, of which a
copy is attached.® The Acting Secretary has indicated his approval of
the course suggested, except that he apparently does not feel we should

*For text of this opinion, see Department of State Bulletin, December 8, 1946,
p.-1068.

® Abraham H. Feller, General Counsel and Principal Director, Legal Depart-
ment, United Nations Secretariat.

¢Hanna Saba, Director of Division of Privileges and Registration of Treaties,
Legal Department, United Nations Secretariat.

"Not printed. This draft, with earlier preliminary drafts and accompanying
documentation relating thereto, is in L/UNA Files in folder “Headquarters
Agreement General—1947.”

8 Incorporated in a newly revised draft dated March 20, not printed. The draft
is found in the source described in the footnote immediately preceding.

? Not printed. The relevant section of the memorandum read :

“2. The Agreement provides in Sections 11 and 13 that personnel of the United
Nations, of the delegations of member governments and of the specialized agencies
shall have the right of access to the headquarters district without regard to
immigration restrictions. The Visa Division has expressed some concern as to
this provision, and I agree that this Government should reserve the right to
require persons to leave who abuse their special privileges of entry.

“There have already been two cases where the United Nations has requested
visas for appointees to the Secretariat whose records indicate that they might
be expected to engage in subversive activities prejudicial to the public safety
of the United States. In the first case, the appointment was withdrawn by the

. Footnote continued on following page.
335-253—73——4
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confine the matter to deportation activities endangering the public
safety.

(2) Status, pending settlement by arbitration, of requlations gov-
erning the headquarters which may be adopted by the United Nations
but contested by the United States. This is discussed in the same
memorandum. The Acting Secretary has indicated that, if we yield
on this point, we should do so ad referendum.

(8) Diplomatic privileges for resident representatives of Member
Nations. As regards representatives to the United Nations, Section
15 provides that full diplomatic privileges shall be accorded to
principal resident representatives, resident representatives with the
rank of ambassador or minister, and such resident members of their
staffs as may be agreed upon. As regards representatives to specialized
agencies, full privileges are accorded only to principal resident repre-
sentatives with the rank of ambassador or minister. This is all we
thought we agreed to at the last conference in New York, but Dr.
Saba of the Secretariat seems to think we agreed that representatives
to specialized agencies should be treated the same as those to the
United Nations. Unfortunately he has relayed this impression to
representatives of the specialized agencies.

Unless we are to make full privileges available to virtually all of
the officers of delegations to the United Nations, I believe we should
adhere to the present draft with respect to resident representatives to
specialized agencies, for they may actually occupy very junior posi-
tions in the permanent delegations of their governments.

Footnote continued from previous page.

Secretary-General at the request of the Acting United States Representative. In
the second case a similar request has been made and the Secretary-General has
stated that the appointment will be cancelled.

“The present draft of Section 13 includes a provision that although immigration
restrictions may not prevent the entry of official personnel, the United States
retains the right to cause such persons to leave the country on account of any
activities constituting cause for deportation under United States laws and in
which such persons might engage otherwise than in their official capacity. This
provision has been rejected by the United Nations, in the attached letter of
March 11 [not printed, L/UNA Files] from Dr. Saba, Director of the Division
of Privileges and Registration of Treaties, in which he says that he has submitted
the matter to the Secretary-General.

“Dr. Saba proposes, instead, that the Secretary-General write a letter, of which
he attaches a draft [not printed, L/UNA Files], to the effect that the Secretary-
General will investigate all cases of United Nations personnel about whom the
United States complains with a view to applying such administrative penalties
as may be required, including, if necessary, dismissal. In my opinion, this would
not be a satisfactory arrangement. It would leave the Secretary-General as the
sole judge as to whether the privileges of staying in this country should be
withdrawn.

“3. I suggest, if you approve, that I arrange with Senator Austin that he or I,
or both of us, see the Secretary-General personally and seek to impress upon him
the reasons for our original proposal and the importance which we attach to it.
I think we should be prepared to modify it, if necessary, to the extent of making
it applicable only to deportation on account of activities endangering the public
safety of the United States.”

*The substance of section 27 of the drafts of June 20, 1946, and January 14,
1947, are incorporated into section 15 of the March 20 draft.
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Your telegram 360 of April 17 raises the question whether we should
grant full diplomatic privileges and immunities to officers of delega-
tions to the United Nations on the same basis as they are granted to
officers of diplomatic missions in Washington. At the time of the nego-
tiations last summer, it was our feeling that the creation of a large
group enjoying diplomatic privileges in a relatively small commu-
nity in Westchester or Fairfield County would create a serious public
relations problem, since the local citizens would not understand why
so many foreigners should be entirely above the law. The representa-
tives of the United Nations appreciated this point of view, which was
strongly held also by the representatives of the States of New York
and Connecticut. At that time we were also faced with vigorous local
opposition to the establishment of the headquarters on any basis.

Now that the headquarters are to be in New York City, the political
and public relations aspects may be quite different. The feelings of sub-
urban citizens cannot, of course, be ignored since many of the mem-
bers of delegation staffs will live in the suburbs. I think, however, that
we might consider some extension of the class entitled to full diplo-
matic privileges. Such an offer might, as you point out, be especially
useful from the bargaining point of view in handling the very diffi-
cult question of deportation discussed above. As a matter of courtesy
we should first consult the New York City and State authorities and
perhaps also those of Connecticut and New Jersey where many of the
representatives will live.

If we do extend the class entitled to full diplomatic privileges, we
should probably be prepared to make some concessions also with re-
spect to delegations to the specialized agencies, which would not in-
volve a very significant number.

Assuming that our provision with respect to deportation is ac-
cepted, its applicability to persons enjoying diplomatic privileges is
not entirely clear. In the case of diplomats accredited to this Govern-
ment, diplomatic privileges would seem to involve immunity from
deportation laws as well as others, although it is always possible to
send diplomats home by declaring them persona non grata. Since rep-
resentatives to the United Nations or specialized agencies are not ac-
credited to this Government, we cannot technically declare them per-
sona non grata. Section 15 of our proposed draft ** states that the priv-
ileges accorded to representatives of member nations by the United
States are to be “the same privileges and immunities, subject to cor-
responding conditions and obligations, as it accords to diplomatic en-
voys accredited to it.” The phrase “subject to corresponding condi-
tions and obligations” was the subject of some discussion at our last

U That is, the March draft.
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meeting with representatives of the United Nations.'? So far, they have
neither accepted nor rejected it, although Mr. Feller seemed personally
inclined to accept it.

On the assumption that full privileges would be confined to the
small class contemplated in the present draft, I had thought it best
not to raise the question of deportation laws as applied to them. If,
however, we are to grant full privileges to all officers on delegation
staffs, this problem becomes more important and perhaps we should
try to have the minutes of the negotiations show that the quoted phrase
permits revocation of privileges for those who abuse them, with the
result that they would then become subject to the deportation
provision.

(4) Use of broadcasting facilities for other types of communica-
tions. There is some disagreement as to the extent to which the United
Nations should be allowed to use its own radio facilities for point-to-
point communication. Mr. DeWolfe, Chief of the Telecommunications
Division, has been handling this directly with the telecommunications
officials of the United Nations. I believe we can leave this to be settled
by the experts.

(5) Changes in form. Since the negotiations of February, we have
prepared a new draft of the agreement which rearranges the order of
the sections and makes a number of minor changes in wording. This is
the draft of March 20, 1947 which is attached. I do not anticipate any
serious objections to this revision which is intended to be one of form
only. It is being submitted informally to the Secretariat, the Depart-
ment of Justice and New York City and State representatives for
comment.*®

(6) Annewes. Completion of one or more annexes defining certain
rights of New York City with respect to public utilities and similar
matters can probably be worked out satisfactorily by direct negotia-
tion between the city and United Nations authorities.

Iurther Steps

The following steps remain to be taken :

(@) Completion of negotiations on the outstanding questions re-
ferred to above. The first three are the only ones which, I believe, will
require your personal participation and that of the Secretary-General.

2 The qualification “subject to corresponding conditions and obligations” was
especially desired by this Government so that persons covered by section 15
would not receive broader privileges and immunities than would diplomatic
envoys accredited to the President of the United States, and that such persons,
like diplomatic envoys, could be declared personae non gratae and made subject
to recall. :

B The text was sent to the United Nations Secretariat on April 23, via a letter
by Charles Fahy, Legal Adviser, to Dr. Kerno, the United Nationg Assistant
Secretary-General for Legal Affairs, not printed (501.AD/4-2347).
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(b) Signature of the agreement by the Secretary of State and the
Secretary-General in the form finally agreed upon.

(¢) Transmission of the agreement as signed to the Congress (after
clearance through normal channels of the Bureau of the Budget)
together with a draft of joint resolution authorizing the President
to put the agreement into effect. The latest draft for such a resolution
is attached.** It is important that the resolution be adopted at the
current session.

(d) Approval of the agreement by the General Assembly at its next
regular session.

(e¢) Putting the agreement into effect by exchange of letters between
the United Nations and the United States.

(f) Conclusion of interim arrangements with respect to temporary
headquarters. The Secretary-General has been authorized to do this
by the resolution of last December, and the President would be author-
ized to do it by the proposed joint resolution. This step could, there-
fore, be taken any time after passage of the joint resolution.

General Convention

The first part of the first session of the General Assembly, in addi-
tion to proposing specific arrangements between the United Nations
and the United States, proposed a “Convention on the Privileges and
Immunities of the United Nations” (commonly referred to as the
“General Convention” ** to distinguish it from the specific agreement
with the United States) which was recommended for adherence by
all member nations. It is designed to define the privileges and
immunities of the United Nations and its personnel in all member na-
tions. Contrary to the wishes of the United States, the General Con-
vention was put in final form before the Headquarters Agreement had
been negotiated. As a result there is some overlapping and inconsist-
ency between the two. However, the Headquarters Agreement pro-
vides that both shall be given effect wherever possible and that, in case
of absolute conflict, the Headquarters Agreement shall prevail.

The United States Delegation expressly reserved its position with
respect to the application to United States nationals of the provisions
of the General Convention creating immunity from income tax on
United Nations salaries and immunity from national service.

It is proposed to submit the General Convention to the Congress for
authorization by joint resolution, separately from the Headquarters
Agreement although the hearings on the two documents may well be

* Not attached to file copy.

¥ For texts of the resolution of February 13, 1946 (Resolution 22(I)) and
accompanying draft general convention on privileges and immunities of the United
Nations, see United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly, First
Session, First Part, Resolutions Adopted by the General Assembly during the
First Part of the First Session, pp. 25 ff.
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combined. The proposed submission has, for several months, been held
up in the Treasury Department, but that Department’s comments as
finally received present no serious obstacles, and it is expected that
the Convention will be submitted to the Congress in the near future.

Summary of Headquarters Agreement

Attached as a separate document is a brief summary of the latest
draft of the Headquarters Agreement.’® This also shows the corre-
sponding section numbers of the draft of June 20 which is the only
one that has become an official United Nations document.

13 Both the draft and the summary are dated March 20, 1947, neither printed.
Both documents are in L/UNA Files, in folder “Headquarters of the UN:
Headquarters Agreement General—1947.”

501.AC/5-747

The Director of the Bureaw of the Budget (Webb) to the Secretary
of State

WasHiNgTON, May 7, 1947.

My Dear Mr. Secrerary: Reference is made to Mr. Byrnes’ letter
of November 1, 1946, transmitting a draft of joint resolution which
the Department proposed to submit to the Congress, concerning the
accession of the United States to the Convention on Privileges and
Immunities of the United Nations, and to subsequent correspondence
with respect thereto.

As the result of conferences between representatives of the State
Department and the Bureau of the Budget, it is understood that cer-
tain revisions of the joint resoultion have been agreed upon, as herein
below indicated, and you are accordingly advised that there would be
no objection to the submission of the Convention and the joint resolu-
tion to the Congress, subject to these revisions:

1) The addition to the draft joint resolution of a provision as sug-
gested by Justice and Treasury ? to cover the interpretation of the
Convention and PL 291 so that neither will be construed to restrict
the other, but that in case of conflict the Convention will apply.?

* James F. Byrnes, Secretary of State from July 1945 to January 1947. His
letter of transmittal of November 1, 1946, is not printed; accompanying enclo-
sures, not attached to the covering letter, have not been found in the Department
of State’s files. See Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, footnote 47, p. 98.

2 During the period November 1946-May 1947 the Bureau of the Budget had
carried on correspondence with the Department of Justice and the Treasury
Department as indicated, not printed.

3 Public Law 291, 79th Cong., 1st sess. (December 29, 1945), “An Act to extend
certain privileges, exemptions and immunities to international organizations
and to the officers and employees thereof . . . .” (cited as the “International
Organizations Immunities Act”), 59 Stat. 669. For documentation regarding the
interest of the Department of State in the enactment of this legislation, see
Foreign Relations, 1945, vol. 1, pp. 1557 ff.
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2) Clarifications by State during committee hearings on the Con-
vention as to the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice to
render advisory opinions in disputes and the relation of this juris-
diction to the present jurisdiction of the U.S. Customs and other
courts.

8) Assurances by State that it will seek to secure treament of other
international organizations on an equal basis with the United Nations.
It would be preferable that such treatment be made applicable through
amendments to PL 291 or through a single convention applicable to
all specialized international agencies rather than in a separate conven-
tion negotiated with each agency. It is understood that State has al-
ready suggested such an “omnibus” convention to United Nations
authorities.

4) The addition to the draft joint resolution of a clause reserving
the position of the United States on Section 18(¢) of the Convention
dealing with immunity from national service obligations.

The Department will note the comments of the Secretary of the
Treasury relating to Section 18(?) of the Convention which would
provide income tax immunity to all employees of the United Nations.
The foreign policy considerations which may lead the Department
to recommend such tax immunity, even for U.S. nationals, are ap-
preciated. It is suggested, however, that, if the Department recom-
mends such immunity, it be prepared to assure the Congress * that the
U.S. delegation to the General Assembly will support a system for the
contribution to the United Nations of tax equivalents by United Na-
tions employees. Such a system would prevent the creation of a “tax-
free” group of individuals, and would put United Nations employees in
the position of contributing to the support of the Organization. The
Department, moreover, may consider it desirable, in the event the
Congress is not receptive to the recommendation of tax immunity, to
suggest the inclusion in the joint resolution of a section which would
amend the Internal Revenue Code so that U.S. nationals contributing
to an internal system of tax equivalents in the United Nations could
credit the payment of such contribution against their tax obligation
to this Government.

Sincerely yours, James E. Wees

‘The words “to assure the Congress” were underscored by a Department of
State officer who also added a marginal notation : “in the hearings.”
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501.AC/5-1247

The Secretary of State to the Speaker of the House of Representatives
(Martin)*

WasHINGTON, May 12, 1947.

My Dear Mr. Speaker : There is transmitted herewith a copy of the
Convention on Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations 2
which was approved by the General Assembly by a resolution adopted
on February 13, 1946, proposing the Convention for accession by each
member of the United Nations. This agreement is designed to imple-
ment Articles 104 and 105 of the Charter of the United Nations which
read as follows:

Avrticle 10} :

“The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Mem-
bers such legal capacity as may be necessary for the exercise of its
functions and the fulfillment of its purposes.”

Article 105 :

“1. The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Mem-
bers such privileges and immunities as are necessary for the fulfill-
ment of its purposes.

“2. Representatives of the Members of the United Nations and offi-
cials of the Organization shall similarly enjoy such privileges and im-
munities as are necessary for the independent exercise of their
functions in connection with the Organization.

“3. The General Assembly may make recommendations with a view
to determining the details of the application of paragraphs 1 and 2 of
this Article or may propose conventions to the Members of the United
Nations for this purpose.”

The Convention is submitted to you with the request that the Con-
gress give consideration to the passage of a joint resolution authoriz-
ing the President to accede to it on behalf of the United States. A draft
of a proposed joint resolution is enclosed.

The Convention gives certain privileges and immunities to the
United Nations, as an organization, and to its employees and repre-
sentatives of Member states who are designated in their respective
capacities to the United Nations. Many of the privileges and immuni-
ties for which provision is made in the Convention have already been
conferred upon the United Nations by virtue of the provisions of the
International Organizations Immunities Act, approved December 29,
1945 (Public Law 291, 79th Congress, 1st Session). In some respects,
however, the Convention on the Privileges and Immunities of the
United Nations goes beyond the terms of the International Organiza-
tions Immunities Act. Thus, there is provision in Section 19 for giving

1 The same letter, mutatis mutandis, was sent to the President pro tempore of
the Senate.
2 Not printed.
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the Secretary-General and all Assistant Secretaries-General of the
United Nations, their spouses and minor children, the privileges and
immunities, exemptions and facilities accorded to diplomatic envoys in
accordance with international law. There is provision in Section 22 for
extending certain limited privileges and immunities to experts on mis-
sions for the United Nations. In other respects the Convention is less
liberal than the provisions of the International Organizations Im-
munities Act. For example, section 11 (d) and (¢) limit the free entry
privilege to “personal baggage”, a term which is narrower in scope than
the term “baggage and effects”, as used in Section 3 of the Act. The
effect, therefore, of approval of the enclosed draft resolution will be to
supplement or replace certain provisions of the International Organiza-
tions Immunities Act, and the draft joint resolution provides that in
the case of absolute conflict the provisions of the Convention shall
prevail.

Since our acceptance of this Convention will give effect to Articles
104 and 105 of the Charter of the United Nations, the Department of
State believes that the Convention should be submitted to Congress
for its approval by joint resolution.

At the meeting of the General Assembly of the United Nations in
February 1946 the United States Delegation voted for the General
Assembly resolution opening the Convention on Privileges and Im-
munities for accession by each member of the United Nations. At
that time Senator Vandenberg 3 reserved the position of the United
States with respect to provisions in the Convention regarding tax
immunities and regarding national service exemptions in these words:

“T rise only to make the position of the delegation of the United
States perfectly plain in regard to the reports of the fifth and sixth
Committees. We have reserved our position in respect of tax immu-
nities in regard to the reports of both Committees. The Constitution
of the United States gives the American Congress sole power to ex-
empt American citizens from taxation. The distinguisﬁed delegate
of the United Kingdom made a very interesting and moving appeal in
respect of rival allegiances, and suggested that a man cannot serve
two masters. Quite in the spirit in which the able delegate of the
United Kingdom spoke, the gelegation of the United States does not
propose to serve two masters. Its master is the Constitution of the
United States. This does not, however, mean that the attitude of the
Government of the United States is not totally at one with a coopera-
tive attitude, and wholly hospitable in regard to all cooperation which
we, as the host country, shall undertake to give to this great institution
when it goes upon its way. Indeed, even so far as privileges and im-
munities are concerned, I am very happy to say that the last session
of the American Congress has already passed a statute which includes,

2 Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg, of Michigan, was Chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee of the Senate.
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I should say, about 95 percent of the things which the report and the
general convention from the sixth Committee anticipate.

“The delegation of the United States also reserves its position in
respect of national service exemptions under the general convention
reported by the sixth Committee, This again is due to the fact that the
Constitution of the United States permits no authority other than
the American Congress to deal with this matter, and we are not in a
position to prejudge that ultimate consideration.

“With these exceptions, we have been very happy to accept the bal-
ance of the report of the fifth Committee, and we are very glad to vote,
with these reservations, for the general convention.

“So far as the special convention is concerned, we shall abstain from
voting, because the special convention is one to which the Government
of the United States will be a party, and we consider it would be
inappropriate for us to prejudge the case here.

“In this entire attitude, I want to repeat that the purpose and the
intention, and heartfelt desire, not only of the delegation of the United
States, but of the American people, I am sure I speak with complete
justification, is to extend every consideration, and to give every pos-
sible cooperation, to the United Nations Organization as it proceeds
Epon”the greatest and most hopeful adventure in the history of human

ind.

With respect to the question of income tax immunity for officials of
the United Nations, I wish to point out that Section 116 (%) (1) of the
Internal Revenue Code, as amended, exempts alien employees of public
international organizations from the payment of a Federal tax on
income received from such international organizations.

United States nationals employed by international organizations,
however, are subject to the Federal tax on income received from the
United Nations. Section 18(5) of the enclosed Convention would ex-
tend this tax exemption now granted alien officials of international
organizations to American nationals who are officials of the United
Nations. It would also grant immunity from state income taxes on
such income both for aliens and United States citizens.

The General Assembly of the United Nations has considered whether
or not officials of international organizations, regardless of their
nationality and place of residence, should be exempt from national
taxation. The Assembly concluded at its first session in London that
“there is no alternative to the proposition that exemptions from na-
tional taxation for salaries and allowances paid by the Organization is
indispensable to the achievement of equity among its Members and
equality among its personnel”. This proposition was accepted unan-
imously, the United States Delegation abstaining. The Convention
which is submitted herewith was also approved unanimously by the
General Assembly, although the United States Delegation reserved
its position with respect to the question of tax immunity as noted above.

In view of the general policy of the United States, to give its full
support to the United Nations, it is the opinion of the Department of
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State that this Government should comply with recommendations of
the General Assembly wherever it can do so without prejudice to over-
riding considerations affecting the vital interests of the United States.
For this reason, the Department hopes that the Congress will not insist
on a reservation that tax immunity should be inapplicable to United
States nationals.

With respect to Section 18(¢) of the Convention which would give
officials of the United Nations immunity from national service obliga-
tions, I believe it would be well for this Government to reserve its posi-
tion. Under the terms of the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940
aliens attached to foreign missions in the United States were exempted
from registration under certain circumstances. Since the Selective
Training and Service Act has now expired the question at this time
of immunity from national service for officials of the international
organizations is not of immediate concern. I think it would be well for
this Government, however, to reserve its position as to United States
nationals and aliens who have declared their intention of becoming
citizens, so that if in the future it becomes necessary to provide again
for national service we will be free to determine at that time the extent
to which national service immunities should be extended to Americans
who are employed by the United Nations. A provision to that effect is
incorporated in the attached draft resolution.

The special convention which Senator Vandenberg mentioned in
the next to last paragraph of the afore-quoted statement is a refer-
ence to a proposed agreement between the United Nations and the
United States concerning the administration and control of the area
in the United States selected for the permanent headquarters of the
United Nations. That agreement is now in the process of being nego-
tiated between representatives of the United Nations and representa-
tives of this Government. When agreement has been reached the text
will be submitted to the Congress for its approval. This draft agree-
ment, in its present form, provides, among other things, for extend-
ing diplomatic privileges and immunities to principal resident repre-
sentatives of Member states and such resident members of their staffs
as may be agreed upon between the Secretary-General, the United
States, and the Government of the Member concerned.

The enclosed Convention extends full diplomatic privileges and
immunities only to the Secretary-General of the United Nations and
the Assistant Secretaries General (Section 19). Lesser officers of the
United Nations (Section 18), experts on missions for the United
Nations (Section 22), and representatives of Members other than
those covered in the above-mentioned site Convention (Section 11), are
not to receive full diplomatic privileges and immunities. The immuni-
ties which these officers, experts, and representatives are to receive are
extended to them while they are performing their official functions.



36 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

Section 11 lists in paragraphs (@) through (f) certain specific privi-
leges and immunities which representatives of Member states are to
enjoy. Paragraph (¢g) states that they are to have “such other privi-
leges, immunities and facilities not inconsistent with the foregoing as
diplomatic envoys enjoy, except that they shall have no right to claim
exemption from customs duties on goods imported (otherwise than as
part of their personal baggage) or from excise duties or sales taxes.”
It is the view of the Department of State that this paragraph provides
only for privileges with respect to matters other than those specified
in the foregoing paragraphs (e) through (f), and does not provide
for additional privileges in respect of such matters. Thus, immunity
from legal process is confined to the limited immunity granted by
paragraph () and could not be extended under paragraph (g) to
provide the complete immunity which is enjoyed by diplomatic envoys.

Article VII of the Convention authorizes the United Nations to
issue laissez-passer to its officials. Section 24 of Article VII provides:

“These laissez-passer shall be recognized and accepted as valid

travel documents by the authorities of Members, taking into ac-
count the provisions of Section 25.”

This language does not authorize or require, and is not interpreted
by the Department of State as authorizing or requiring the United
Nations or any Member state to issue or accept a document which is a
substitute for a passport or other documentation of nationality ; it pro-
vides only for a certificate attesting to the United Nations affiliation
of the bearer in respect to travel and will be accepted by the United
States as such a document. Thus Article VII, if approved, will not
amend or modify existing provisions of law with respect to the re-
quirement or issuance of passports or of other documentation-evidenc-
ing nationality of citizens or aliens.

The fact that the United Nations has selected the United States for
its permanent headquarters may cause certain specialized agencies to
make their permanent headquarters in the United States. When the
decision of those agencies as to their permanent headquarters is known,
it may be necessary for the Department of State to ask the Congress to
give its approval to a further agreement defining the privileges and
immunities of those organizations in so far as it may be advisable to
grant them privileges and immunities beyond those provided in the
International Organizations Immunities Act. The Department hopes
that extensive amendment of Public Law 291 can be deferred until
such time as the need for privileges and immunities on the part of
international organizations throughout the world shall have become
clarified. In this connection, you may be interested to know that the
Secretary General of the United Nations has been instructed to make
a study of the privileges and immunities of specialized agencies and to
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open negotiations with them in order to systematize their privileges
and immunities.

Since the United Nations has decided to make its permanent head-
quarters in the United States and is now considering plans for the
construction of its buildings, the Department of State believes that ap-
proval of the enclosed Convention is a matter of some urgency.

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget
that there is no objection to the submission of this report.

A similar letter is being sent to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives [sic].

Sincerely yours, G. C. MARSHALL

[Enclosure]

Drarr ResoruTion oN CONVENTION ON PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES
oF THE UNITED NATIONS

 Warreas on June 26, 1945, the President signed the Charter of the
United Nations and on August 8, 1945, by and with the advice and
consent, of the Senate of the United States, ratified the same; and
Warrras Articles 104 and 105 of the Charter provide that the
United Nations shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Members
such legal capacity, privileges and immunities as are necessary for
the exercise of its functions and the fulfillment of its purposes; and

Warreas the General Assembly by a resolution adopted on Febru-
ary 13, 1946, approved and proposed for accession by each Member
of the United Nations a Convention on the Privileges and Immunities
of the United Nations;

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That the President is hereby
authorized to accept on behalf of the Government of the United States
the Convention on the Privileges and Immunities of the United Na-
tions, a copy of which is appended and made a part hereof, and to issue
a proclamation setting forth that the aforesaid instrument is accepted
by the Government of the United States of America in accordance
with its law and shall have full force and effect in the United States
and its territories and possessions, except that the United States re-
serves its position with respect to Section 18(¢) regarding immunity
from national service obligations in so far as that section may apply
to United States nationals or persons who have declared their inten-
tion to become citizens of the United States.

That in so far as any provisions of this Convention and the Interna-
tional Organizations Immunities Act (59 Stat. 669), as applied to
the United Nations relate to the same matter, the two provisions shall
wherever possible be treated as complementary to each other so that
both provisions shall be applicable and neither shall narrow the effect
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of the other; but in any case of absolute conflict, the provisions of the
Convention shall prevail.

501.AC/5-747
Paper Prepared in the Office of Special Political Ajfairs?

J USTIFICATION FOR SUBMITTING GENERAL CONVENTION IN FORM OF
JoinT ResorLutoN

The document under consideration is supplementary to a previously
existing treaty obligation, that is, the obligation which this Govern-
ment undertook in Article 105 of the Charter. The General Convention
is necessary to spell out the details of this undertaking. It is more ap-
propriate to carry out the provisions of a treaty by a procedure in
the nature of an agreement, rather than by another treaty. The situation
is similar to that of the military agreements to be concluded under
Article 43 of the Charter. The Report of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on this matter in connection with the United Nations Par-
ticipation Act (P.L. 565, 79th Cong.) states:

“During the debate in the Senate on the Charter last July, there was:
considerable discussion as to whether the military agreements should
be considered as treaties or whether they might be approved by the
Congress through the joint resolution procedure. The preponderant
view was that the latter procedure was preferable since the agreements:
would be entered into for the purpose of giving effect to the obligation
assumed by this country under article 43 of the Charter to make avail-
able to the Security Council the armed force necessary for the purpose
of maintaining international peace and security. Under this view, the:
precise details of the obligation—such as the exact amount of the
forces to be contributed and the places where they are to be stationed—
is not a matter for treaty consideration but for legislative sanction by
the Congress under its constitutional powers to raise and support:
armies, to provide and maintain a navy and to make rules for the gov-
ernment and regulation of the land and naval forces.” (Sen. Rept. No..
717,79th Cong. 1st Sess.)

As you know, the law was enacted authorizing the President to:
negotiate these agreements subject to the approval of Congress by ap-
propriate act or Joint Resolution.

The present situation is similar in that the basic policy decision has
already been made pursuant to the treaty process, and now that we:
come to the detailed provisions, they are, by their subject matter, ap-
propriate for legislative action.

* Although this document was drafted by the Assistant Chief of the Division
of International Organization Affairs on March 5, it is included at this point
because it describes the Department’s reasoning in deciding to submit the General
Convention in the form of a joint resolution. Presumably submitted for the in-
formation of Dean Rusk, who had just assumed direction of the Office of Special
Political Affairs.
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It is true that it has been the practice of this Government to regard
conventions as synonymous with treaties, so far as procedural require-
ments are concerned. However we feel that this is not a legal require-
ment, and that the circumstances of the present instrument warrant
a departure from this practice.

The arrangement here under discussion was negotiated in London
under the name of a “Convention”, which is the term used in Article
105, paragraph 3 of the Charter. The United States participated in the
negotiations as one among fifty other States. Later on the Headquar-
ters Agreement was negotiated between the United States and the
United Nations, and this instrument was designated an “agreement”
on the suggestion of the United States. This was because the contents
of the agreement deal in general with matters which fall more par-
ticularly within the province of the Congress, under our Constitution,
as distinguished from those which pertain to the President in the
conduct of foreign relations. Upon consideration it appeared very
clear that the same considerations apply to the General Convention.
In general character the two documents are similar and treat of the
same subject matter in some cases. If we had negotiated the instru-
ment on a bilateral basis we would doubtless have tried to have it
designated as an “agreement” for the purposes of our own constitu-
tional practice. However it is difficult to press such a point in a large
international gathering where the States all have their own constitu-
tional problems, all of them different.

We do not think that the name which a document is given should
govern its legal effect. It is the substance that counts. The substance of
both these instruments concerns matters essentially within the compe-
tence of Congress, and we feel they should be treated alike, through
joint action of both Houses.

So far as precedents are concerned, we find that the names by which
documents are called are not necessarily controlling, even in our own
domestic practice. For example, by Act of 1872 and again in 1934 the
Congress authorized the Postmaster General, with the approval of
the President, to conclude postal treaties or conventions. (17 Stat. 304
and 48 Stat. 943). Pursuant to this authorization the Postmaster Gen-
eral concluded in 1874 the Treaty concerning the formation of a Gen-
eral Postal Union, which is officially designated as a treaty in the
Statutes at Large, volume 19, page 577. Similarly, in 1934 the Post-
master General concluded the Universal Postal Convention, pursuant
to the legislation of the same year. (49 Stat. 2741). A number of other
postal conventions have been concluded pursuant to the same legisla-
tion. (Cf. Postal Union of the Americas and Spain, 50 Stat. 1657 ; Par-
cel Post Conventions between the United States and France, 49 Stat.
3322 ; between the United States and Norway, 49 Stat. 3042.)
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Another precedent having a very close similarity to the present case
is that of the acceptance by this Government of membership in the
International Labor Organization. This was done by the President on
August 20, 1934 and proclaimed on September 10, 1934 pursuant to a
Joint Resolution of Congress of June 19, 1934 (48 Stat. 1182, 2712).
The Constitution of the International Labor Organization is, of course,
a part of a treaty, or a series of treaties, namely the Treaty of Ver-
sailles and the other peace treaties which followed World War L.

n all the above cases the instruments were designated as “treaties”.
The fact that the treaty procedure was not followed in our own do-
mestic ratification process does not derogate from their status as fully
binding international agreements, nor from the fact that the other
parties probably regard them as treaties.

Tt should be noted that this is not the ratification process in the
usual sense of the word. It is rather a simple act of acceptance of an
instrument already approved by the General Assembly and opened
for accession by the Member states. In this the situation resembles that
of the International Labor Organization, which was also a simple ac-
ceptance, by authority of a joint resolution of a multilateral instru-
ment designated as a treaty.

501.AC/5-2847 : Circular airgram
The Secretary of State to All Diplomatic and Consular Officers

‘W ASHINGTON, June 9, 1947—11: 30 a. m.

A United Nations press release of May 5, 1947, states that a United
Nations laissez-passer will be issued to officials in the United Nations
Secretariat, including Judges and members of the International Court
of Justice, when they are journeying outside the continental limits of
the United States and that it will serve as a valid travel document in
Member States which are parties to the Convention on the Privileges
and Immunities of the United Nations. Special travel certificates will
be given to experts who are travelling on United Nations business
without being staff members. ,

The laissez-passer is described as being bound in blue leather, with
the United Nations emblem embossed in gold on the cover showing the
seal of the United Nations radiating light, and surrounded by a rain-
bow. The document contains 30 pages of a new prismatic, forgeproof
paper, on the first page of which will be a photograph of the official
to whom issued and will bear the United Nations seal ; other pages will
contain spaces for visas. The laissez-passer will be valid for a pre-
scribed period, usually one year, and will be printed in the five official
languages of the United Nations, English, French, Chinese, Russian,
and Spanish. The authority for issuing the laissez-passer is found in
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Article VII of the draft Convention on the Privileges and Immuni-
ties of the United Nations, adopted by the General Assembly on Feb-
ruary 13, 1946.

- Section 24 of Article VII, of the Convention states:

“The United Nations may issue United Nations laissez-passer to its
officials. These laissez-passer shall be recognized and accepted as valid
travel documents, by the authorities of Members, taking into account
the provisions of Section 25.”

The Convention on the Privileges and Immunities of the United
Nations was submitted by the Department on May 12, 1947 to the
Congress for approval by joint resolution with the statement that
the following interpretation would be givento Article VII, Section 24 :

“This language (used in Section 24) does not authorize or require,
and is not interpreted by the Department of State as authorizing or
requiring, the United Nations or any member state to issue or accept
a document which is a substitute for a passport or other documenta-
tion of nationality; it provides only for a certificate attesting to the
United Nations affiliation of the bearer in respect to travel and will be
accepted by the United States as such a document. Thus Article VII,
if approved, will not amend or modify existing provisions of law with
respect to the requirement or issuance of passports or of other docu-
mentation evidencing nationality of citizens or aliens.”

American diplomatic and consular officers, until notified to the con-
trary, will be guided by the statement last quoted and should not place
any kind of non-immigrant visa in the spaces provided for visas
printed in a laissez-passer issued by the United Nations.

MARsSHALL

501.AC/6-1047
Memorandum by the Acting Legislative Counsel for the Department
of State* (Sandifer) to the Under Secretary of State (Acheson)

[WasHINGTON,] June 10, 1947.
Unitrep NaTIONS CONVENTION ON PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES

In the course of a conversation with Senator Vandenberg yesterday
afternoon, I raised the question of the Foreign Relations Committee

*The position of Legislative Counsel for the Department of State was announced
on February 4, 1947. The Department of State Bulletin stated that the Legislative
Counsel “will provide legal guidance to various offices and divisions in the Depart-
ment concerned with legislative action and will assist in the preparation of pro-
posed legislation and coordinate its presentation to the Congress. His office will
be responsible within the Department for the coordination of reports, comments,
expressions of opinion, and communications to Congress concerning proposed
legislation, treaties, and conventions.”

The office of the Legislative Counsel was attached to that of the Legal Adviser.

335-253—T73———5
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taking action on the United Nations Convention on Privileges and Im-
munities before the end of this session. I remarked that it might be
embarrassing for the United States Delegation to have to go to the
General Assembly in September without this Convention having been
accepted by the United States.

Senator Vandenberg reiterated his insistence on the reservation on
the question of tax immunity and on exemptions from military service.
I told him that I thought that the reservation on military service would
not cause any particular difficulty, but that the reservation on tax im-
munity would raise a very serious problem. He said that he had no
been convinced that there was any valid basis for according a favored
position to American citizens employed by the United Nations.

It seems clear that he will insist on the reservations in the Committee,
He suggested that we might get some other member of the Committee
to present the State Department’s position. He also suggested the possi-
bility of having action on the Convention begin in the House since it is
to be approved by Joint Resolution.

Durwarp V. Sanpirer

Statement by the Secretary of State, June 26 1947, on the Occasion
of the Signing of the Permanent Headquarters Agreement

The second anniversary of the signing of the Charter of the United
Nations at San Francisco is a fitting occasion for the signature of this
agreement defining the arrangements for the establishment of the per-
manent headquarters of the United Nations.

The United States is conscious of the honor which has been bestowed
upon it by the selection of a site for the headquarters in this country.
It is also conscious of its obligations as the host of the United Nations
to make arrangements which will be satisfactory in every way so that
the United Nations may carry on its great work under auspicious
conditions.

! Reprinted from Department of State Bulletin, July 6, 1947. Secretary Marshall
made a trip to Lake Success, N.Y., temporary headquarters of the United Na-
tions, for the express purpose of the signing. For text of the agreement, released
to the press on the same date, see ibid.

The principal issues to be resolved in the last stage of the negotiation, April-
June, related to the application of United States immigration and deportation
laws to personnel of the United Nations and national delegations to the United
Nations and their staffs, and to the privilege of diplomatic residence in the
United States (sections 11-15). The final text embodied a precision as to the
rights and obligations of both the United States and the United Nations not
reflected in earlier drafts.

A useful short summary of the history of the negotiation and the issues in
volved from the United Nations point of view is contained in the relevant report
of the Secretary-General of the United Nations to the General Assembly in TI.N.
Doc. A/371, September 3, 1947, found in depository libraries of the United Nu-
tions and in L/UNA Files, Department of State.
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It is not merely the Federal Government which is in the position of
host to the United Nations. The State and City of New York share
this honor with all our people. Representatives of the State and City
participated in negotiation of this agreement, and the Legislature of -
the State has enacted enabling legislation. Before the agreement comes.
into effect it will, of course, be submitted to the Congress of the United-
States and to the General Assembly of the United Nations.

In this, as in other matters, it will continue to be the central. pur—
pose of the United States foreign policy to advance and strengthen
the United Nations, so that we may; in the words of the Charter, “save.
succeeding generations from the scourge of war, whlch twice in our
lifetime has brought untold sorrow to mankind.” . . o

501.AD/6-3047 _ » v » A
The Secretary of State to President Truman*.

WTASHINGTON? June 30, 1947.

TrE PresiENT: There is enclosed for your consideration and for
transmission to the Congress, if you approve, an Agreement between
the United States and the United Nations regarding the control and,
administration of the Headquarters of the United Nations in The City
of New York.? v ‘

This Agreement has been signed on behalf of the United States by
the Secretary of State and on behalf of the United Nations by the Sec-
retary-General. By its terms, it is to be brought into effect by an ex-
change of notes duly authorized pursuant to appropriate action by the
Congress of the United States and by the General Assembly of the
United Nations which is to convene in September.

[Here follows a short summary of relevant events that took place
between January 1946 and the conclusion of the agreement. ]

I desire at this time, to invite your attention to certain provisions
of the Agreement. v

Article ITI, which concerns law and authority in the headquarters
district, is the result of a careful attempt to grant to the United Na-
tions the freedom from certain types of regulation which is necessary
to assure that the Organization may exercise its functions and fulfil¥
its purposes without restraint, and in all other respects to preserve the
normal operation of federal, state and local law.

Section 7 states that the federal state and local law of the United
States is generally applicable Wlthm the headquarters district and that

* This message was transmitted to the Congress by President Truman under
cover of a letter dated July 2; for text, see Department of State Bulletm, July 13,
1947, p. 18. .

2 See footnote 1, p. 42.
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federal, state and local courts have jurisdiction over acts done and
transactions taking place in the headquarters district. The United
Nations is given authority by Section 8 to make regulations within
the headquarters district for the purpose of establishing conditions
therein necessary for the fulfillment of its functions. Federal, state or
local laws which are inconsistent with such regulations shall be inap-
plicable to the extent of such inconsistency. However, any question
which the American authorities may have as to whether such regula-
tions go beyond the necessities of the United Nations, and which can-
not be settled by agreement, may be resolved by arbitration or by
reference to the International Court of Justice.

The headquarters district, which consists of an area of six city
blocks, is to be inviolable as provided in Section 9(a). This means
that federal, state or local officers shall not enter the district to per-
form official functions therein except with the consent of the Secre-
tary-General of the United Nations. This inviolability is similar to
that which is extended to diplomatic missions in Washington. It does
not transfer sovereignty over United States territory to the United
ﬁations. ‘

" Section 9(b) makes it clear that the headquarters district is not to
become a refuge for persons avoiding arrest.

"It is necessary for the United Nations to be assured that persons
having legitimate business with the Organization can have access to
the headquarters district. Thus, Section 11 provides that the federal,
state or local authorities are not to impose any impediments to transit
to or from the headquarters district by certain limited categories of
persons set forth in that Section.

Section 18(b), however, makes it clear that persons who abuse these
privileges may be deported either in accordance with the deportation
laws of the United States (subject to the approval of the Secretary of
State) or may be required to leave the United States in accordance
with the customary procedure applicable to diplomatic envoys ac-
credited to the United States. Section 13(®) makes it clear that the
United States may issue limited visas valid only for the area com-
prising the headquarters district and its immediate vicinity.

' Other provisions of the Agreement concern such matters as tele-
communications facilities (Section 4), police protection (Article VI),
diplomatic privileges and immunities for a limited group of repre-
sentatives of foreign governments (Section 15), the settlement of dis-
putes arising under the Agreement (Section 21) and the disposition of
the headquarters if it should cease to be used for the headquarters of
the United Nations (Section 22).

- In most cases the obligations assumed by the United States under
the Agreement are made the responsibility of the “appropriate Amer-
ican authorities” who are defined in Section 1(b) as “such federal,
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state or local authorities in the United States as may be appropriate
in the context and in accordance with the laws and customs of the
United States, including the laws and customs of the state and local
government, involved.” Section 25, however, makes it clear that the
ultimate responsibility for compliance with the Agreement on the part
of the United States rests with the Federal Government. .

The Agreement provides, in Section 20, for such supplemental agree-
ments with the appropriate American authorities as may be necessary
to fulfill the purposes of the Agreement. Thus, detailed arrangements
with respect to police and fire protection and similar matters may be
made directly with the local authorities. I suggest that the joint reso-
lution authorizing the President to make the Agreement effective,
include authorization to the local authorities to enter into such supple-
mental agreements subject, except in emergency or in case of routine
matters, to the approval of the Secretary of State.

This Government has taken a leading role in the creation of the
United Nations. The enclosed Agreement will make clear to the United
Nations that the United States is prepared to discharge fully its re-
sponsibilities as the host of the organization on which rest the hop
of the world for lasting peace. .

Respectfully submitted, G. C. MARSHAiL

Editorial Note

A draft joint resolution prepared by the Department of State to
authorize the President to bring the headquarters agreement into effect
was introduced in the Senate by Senators Ives and Wagner, of New
York. The Senate added one amendment as follows (the bracketed
portions being House amendments to the Senate revision) :

“Sec. 6. Nothing in the agreement shall be construed as in any way
diminishing, abridging, or weakening the right of the United States
[to safeguard its own security and] completely to control the en-
trance 0% aliens into any territory of the United States other than the
headquarters district and its immediate vicinity [, as to be defined and
fixed in a supplementary agreement between the Government of the
United States and the United Nations in pursuance of section 13(3) (e)
(sic) of the agreement,] and such areas as it is reasonably necessary to
traverse in transit between the same and foreign countries. Moreover,
nothing in section 14 of the agreement with respect to facilitating en-
trance into the United States by persons who wish to visit the head-
quarters district and do not enjoy the right of entry provided in sec-
tion 11 of the agreement shall be construed to amend or suspend in
any way the immigration laws of the United States or to commit the
United States in any way to effect any amendment or suspension of
such laws.” :
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+'The legislative background of the amendment in the Senate Foreign
‘Relations Committee was described in Senate Report:No. 559 in a sec-
tion entitled “Principal Issues Considered by the Committee in Con-

“nection with the Headquarters Agreement” : o

~ “Tt is clear that the United States cannot tell the other member na-
tions who should or who should not represent them at the seat of the
United Nations and cannot claim any right of veto over the Secretary-
‘General’s appointment of personnel to the staff of the United Nations.
In general, the United States, as host country, must permit access to
the headquarters on the part of all persons who have legitimate busi-
ness with the Organization. This involves inevitably the admission of a
number of aliens, some of whom would not normally be admissible
under immigration laws of the United States.

. “The principal problem considered by the committee was how this
right of access to the headquarters could be granted in a manner which
would not prejudice the security of the United States against infil-
tration on the part of subversive alien elements. ‘

“The agreement, in sections 11 and 13, grants the right of entry of

representatives of members, officials of the United Nations, and other
persons having business with the United Nations. Two important pro-
‘tections are, however, provided in section 13: (1) The United States
may require such persons to have visas and may limit the visas which
it issues so as to be valid only for transit to the headquarters district
and sojourn in its immediate vicinity; (2) in case any such persons
abuse their privileges in activities outside their official capacity, they
become subject to deportation. In order to be sure that this remedy
will be applied in a fair manner, it is provided that deportation pro-
ceedings are to be subject to the approval of the Secretary of State,
that full hearings must be granted to the interested parties, and that
the limited class of persons enjoying diplomatic status may be re-
quired to leave only in accordance with diplomatic procedure.
* " “It is the opinion of the committee that these provisions adequately
protect the security of the United States and that the United Nations
could not be expected to maintain its headquarters in this country if
the United States were to impose restrictions upon access to the head-
quarters district which would interfere with the proper functioning
-of the Organization. : :

“In order to remove any doubt as to the meaning of these provisions,
the committee adopted an amendment to Senate Joint Resolution 144
making it clear that there is no amendment, or obligation to amend,
the immigration laws in any way except to give effect to the rights
referred to above.” :

Senate Joint Resolution 144 was approved by President Truman
on August 4 as Public Law 357; for text of the joint resolution and
text of the headquarters agreement, see Department of State Treaties
and Other International Acts Series (TTAS) No. 1676, or 61 Stat. 756.
Relevant Congressional documentation, 80th Congress, 1st session,
includes Senate Report No. 522, Senate Report No. 559, House Docu-
ment No. 376, and House Report No. 1093,
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501.AD/8-447

The Legal Adviser (Fahy) to the United N ations Assistant Secretary-
General for Legal Affairs (Kerno)

WasHINGTON, August 4, 1947.

My Dear Dr. Kerxo: As you no doubt have learned, the Congress
approved during the last hours of its recent session a joint resolution
authorizing the President of the United States to bring into effect
on the part of the United States the Agreement between the United
Nations and the United States concerning the headquarters.® I enclose
a copy of the S.J. Res. 144 in the form in which it was enacted.? The
resolution has not as yet been signed by the President but I anticipate
he will sign it within the next few days.?

The General Convention on Privileges and Immunities of the United
Nations, which we submitted to the Congress with the request that it
authorize this Government to accede to the Convention, received favor-
able consideration in the Senate but was not acted upon in the House
of Representatives.* In view of the action of the Senate and of the
consideration already given by the Foreign Affairs Committee of the
House of Representatives, I believe we may expect final favorable
consideration when the present Congress reconvenes in January 1948,

I am enclosing a copy of S.J. Res. 136, the legislation which would
authorize this Government to accede to the General Convention, and
a copy of the Senate Committee Report * which covers both S.J. Res.
136 and S.J. Res. 144. You will observe that the Senate felt that this
Government, should reserve its position with respect to those sections
of the General Convention concerning the immunity of American
nationals from national service and the exemption of American
nationals from income taxes.® ‘

Sincerely yours, CuArLEs Fany

*In a letter from the Secretary of State to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives (Martin) on July 24, not printed, the Department had urged upon
‘the Speaker its views as to the importance of getting S.J. Res. 144 passed by
the then-expiring session of Congress. The Secretary wrote: “It is desirable
from the standpoint of the United States as well as the United Nations that the
arrangements for the permanent location of the United Nations in the United
States be established. Otherwise there will continue doubt, detrimental both to
us and to the United Nations, as to the status of the headquarters and the position
of ourselves as host nation. Plans cannot be brought to fruition regarding the
headquarters until these matters are settled. This is not merely a question of
physical facilities but the even more important matter of status and stability
in other respects.” (501.AD/7-2447)

? Enclosure 2, not printed.

3The President did in fact sign the bill on the same day, August 4.

‘In his letter of July 24 to the Speaker, the Secretary of State had also urged
enactment of S.J. Res. 136, a companion measure to the headquarters agreement,
which would approve the General Convention on Privileges and Immunities of
the United Nations (501.AD/7-2447).

° Enclosure 3, Senate Report No. 559, 80th Cong., 1st sess.

° See the Legal Adviser’s letter of September 11 to Dr. Kerno, p. 53.
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[Enclosure 1]
S.J. Res. 136—80r CoNGRESS *

Resolved, ete., That the President is hereby authorized to accept on
behalf of the Government of the United States the Convention on the
Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations, a copy of which 1s
appended and made a part hereof, and to issue a proclamation setting
forth that the aforesaid instrument is accepted by the Government of
the United States of America in accordance with its law and shall have
full force and effect in the United States and its Territories and
possessions, except that the United States reserves its position with
respect to section 18 (%) regarding exemption from taxation on salaries
and emoluments paid by the United Nations insofar as that section
may apply to United States nationals, and with respect to section 18 (¢)
regarding immunity from national service obligations insofar as that
section may apply to the United States nationals or persons who have
declared their intention to become citizens of the United States.

That, insofar as any provisions of this Convention and the Interna-
tional Organizations Immunities Act (59 Stat. 669), as applied to the
United Nations relate to the same matter, the two provisions shall
wherever possible be treated as complementary to each other so that
both provisions shall be applicable and neither shall narrow the effect
of the other; but in any case of absolute conflict, the provisions of the
Convention shall prevail. Nothing in article VII of the said Conven-
tion with respect to laissez-passer shall be construed as in any way
amending or modifying the existing or future provisions of United
States law with respect to the requirement or issuance of passports or
of other documents evidencing nationality of citizens or agents, or the
requirement that aliens visiting the United States obtain visas.

7This extract from S.J. Res. 186 is the authorizing portion of the proposed
resolution.

Lot 71-D 440, Box 192301

Memorandum by Mr. Carl M. Marcy of the Office of the
Legislative Counsel

[WasHiNGTON,] August 6, 1947.

CoMMENT PAPER

AGrEEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED NATIONS AND THE UNITED STATES
RecarpiNg THE UN1TED NATIONS HEADQUARTERS: REPORT OF THE
SECRETARY-GENERAL

THE PROBLEM

The Secretary-General under instructions from the General Assem-

1 Folder “Committee 6, Privileges and Immunities of Member States and Staffs”.

The 10 documentation located in Lot 71-D 440 was retired to the central files
from the master files of the Reference and Documents Section of the Bureau of
International Organization Affairs (“the IO Files”) in 1971.

2This was a briefing paper prepared for the information of the United States
Delegation to the General Assembly for use at the General Assembly session that
was to convene at New York in September. Mr. Marcy was subsequently attached
to the Advisory Staff of the Delegation.
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bly (Document A /271, 13 December 1946) was authorized “to negoti-
ate and conclude with the appropriate” American authorities “an
agreement concerning the arrangements required as a result of the
establishment of the permanent headquarters of the United Nations
in the City of New York”. In these negotiations he was to be guided
by the provisions of the draft Agreement set forth in Document A /271.
These negotiations have now been completed and the United States
Congress has authorized the President to bring the Agreement into
effect on the part of the United States in accordance with its terms.
(See attachment, S.J. Res. 144.)® Since the report of the Secretary-
General on the negotiations with the United States and upon the
resolution as passed by the Congress is not yet available, a definitive
recommendation as to the position which the United States Delegation
should take with respect to the report cannot be made. It is expected,
however, that the Secretary-General will recommend that the Gen-
eral Assembly accept the Headquarters Agreement.

Pending the coming into force of the Agreement, the Secretary-
General was authorized by the Assembly to conclude arrangements
with the United States to determine on a provisional basis the privi-
leges, immunities and facilities needed in connection with the tem-
porary headquarters of the United Nations.

RECOMMENDATIONS

(1) It is recommended that the United States Delegation take the
position that the Agreement, as approved by the United States Con-
gress, should be accepted by the General Assembly without change.

(2) If the question arises as to whether the United States is ready
to extend privileges and immunities to the United Nations at its
temporary headquarters, it is recommended that the United States
Delegation state that it is ready to make arrangements to extend such
privileges and immunities as may be appropriate.

DISCUSSION

The Agreement as signed on June 26 by the Secretary of State and
the Secretary-General provides in Section 28 that it is to be brought
into effect by an exchange of notes authorized respectively by the
United States Congress and the General Assembly. The attached reso-
lution (S.J. Res. 144) constitutes such authorization for the President
of the United States. The General Assembly must give similar au-
thority to the Secretary-General.

3 Not printed.
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The attached resolution contains in addition to the Agreement be-
tween the United Nations and the United States several provisions
which are necessary in order to enable the United States Government
to give effect to the Agreement (see Sections 2, 3, 4 and 5). It also
contains in Section 6 a provision which may be construed as a limita-
tion upon the Agreement as negotiated by representatives of the
United States and the United Nations and as signed by the Secretary
of State and the Secretary-General on June 26, 1947. Section 6 pro-
vides that nothing in the Agreement is to weaken the right of the
United States to safeguard its own security and completely to control
the entrance of aliens into any territory of the United States other
than the Headquarters District and its immediate vicinity. It also pro-
vides that Section 14 of the Agreement is not to be construed as amend-
ing in any way the immigration laws of the United States. Section 6
was added by the Congress. Its addition was necessary in order to
assure the support of certain Congressmen who were fearful that the
Headquarters Agreement might be used as a device for evading United
States 1mm1grat10n laws or endangering our national security. It is
possible that some Members of the United Nations may object stronglv
to this provision and it may be necessary for the United States Dele-
gation to defend it.

In this connection it may be recalled that Sectlon 24 of the draft
Convention on the Headquarters submitted by the General Assembly
contained a provision which stated that Article IV concerning com-
munications and transit to and from the zone, “shall not prevent the
Government of the United States of America from taking precautions
in the interests of national security, providing that such precautions
shall not have the effect of interfering with the rights preferred to in
Sections 19 (free access to the zone), 20 (transﬂ: of representatives
of Members to the zone), and 21 (transit of press representatives to
and from the zone) ?

Attention is invited to Section 5 of S.J. Res. 144 which authorizes
the President to make effective with respect to the temporary head-
quarters, on a provisional basis, such of the provisions of the Head-
quarters Agreement as he may deem appropriate.

Tue GeENEralL CONVENTION ON PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES OF THE
UnttEp NaTIONS

The Convention on Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations
was submitted to the Congress with the request that the President
be authorized to deposit the United States accession to the Convention.
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The Senate in S.J. Res. 136 (copy attached)* authorized the Presi-
dent to accede to the Convention on behalf of the United States sub-
ject to the reservations contained in Section 1 of the Senate resolution
concerning tax exemptions on the salaries of American nationals em-
ployed by the United Nations and regarding immunity from national
service obligations. Hearings on the resolution were held before a
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. That Com-
mittee indicated that it would insist on the same reservations as the
Senate with respect to taxation and immunity from national service
obligations. The adjournment of this session of the Congress pre-
vented final consideration being given to the resolution concerning the’
General Convention. It is believed, however, that final favorable con:
sideration may be expected When the Congress reconvenes in J. anuary
1948.

* Attachment not printed, but see text on p. 48.

The United- Natwns Assistant Secretary-General for Legal Aﬁazrs
(Kerno) to the Legal Adwviser (Gross)*

Laxe Success, 27 August 1947.

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of the letter sent to me
by your predecessor, Mr. Charles Fahy, on 4 August 1947, with refer-
ence to the action taken by the Congress during its last session with re-
spect to the Agreement between the United Nations and the United
States concerning the headquarters of the United Nations, and the
General Convention on the privileges and immunities of the United
Nations, : e

I have also received a copy of Public Law 357 authorizing th&
President of the United States: to give effect to the Agreement: con-.
cerning the headquarters of the United Nations. -

The Secretary-General will report to the General Assembly on the
action taken by. the United States authorities on the headquarters
Agreement, and will inform the Assembly that, in view of the action
of the Senate and of the consideration alr eady given by the Foreign
Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives, it may be expected

! Dr. Kerno’s letter not found in Department of States files; this text is from
annex IV of U.N. Doc. A/871. Ernest A. Gross hecame Legfxl Adviser of the
Department on August 15.
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that final favourable consideration will be given to the General Con-
vention when the present Congress re-convenes in January 1948.

. .J-have noted that in respect of the General Convention, the Senate,
after consideration of its text, has directed that the United States
reserve its position with respect to Section 18(5), regarding exemp-
tion. from taxation on salaries and emoluments paid by the United
Nations in so far as that section may [be?] applied to United States
nationals, and with respect to Section 18(¢), regarding immunity from
national service obligations in so far as that section may apply to
United States nationals or persons who have declared their intention
to become citizens of the United States. These reservations are evi-
dently of considerable importance and, if maintained, would have very
serious effects in particular on the status of United Nations officials
and on the financial position of the Organization.

My special attention was also drawn to that part of the Senate
resolution which deals with Article VII of the Convention on the
privileges and immunities of the United Nations with respect to the
Laissez-passer. If Article VII of the Convention were to be interpreted
in a restrictive manner so as to oblige a United Nations official coming
or returning to the United States to be in possession of his natural
passport, the significance of the Laissez-passer as an international
document would naturally be reduced to a simple identification card
and not the valid travel document as defined in Section 24 and in the
discussions which have taken place on that subject in the General
Assembly.

- No reservations or restrictive interpretations have been signified to
the Secretary-General by any of the Members who up to now have
acceded to the Convention and in fact the Laissez-passer has already
been utilized by various members of the Secretariat during their trav-
els for the Organization, National visas have been affixed, in several
instances to the Laissez-passer and the document has been accepted
and recognized by the authorities of several States.

. In view of the fact that the Headquarters of the United Nations is
established in the United States and that practically all of the United
Nations officials return to the United States after their trips, an inter-
pretation by the United States of Article VII of the Convention dif-
- ferent from that given to it by the States who have acceded so far to
the Convention would affect to the greatest extent the significance and
the usefulness of the Laissez-passer.

You will undoubtedly recognize the importance of this problem.
Would, therefore, the United States consider it desirable to have con-
versations on this or on the other subjects relating to the General Con-
vention with the Secretariat before the next session of the General
Assembly? I would be very glad to appoint representatives for this
purpose.

Dr. Ivax KErNo
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501.AD/8-2747

The Legal Adviser (Gross) to the United Nations Assistant Secretary-
General for Legal Affairs (Kerno)

W asHINGTON, September 11, 1947.

My Dear Dr. Kerno: I refer to your letter of August 27, 1947, con-
cermng action taken by the United States Congress during its past
session on the Headquarters Agreement between the United Nations
and the United States and on the General Convention on Pr1v1leges
and Immunities of the United Nations.

I have noted your comment that the reservations, which the Unlted
States Senate has suggested with reference to Sections 18(5) and 18(¢)
of the General Convention, would have very serious effects on the
status of United Nations officials and on the financial position of the
Organization. The position of the United States on these two pro-
visions has always been clear. The United States Delegation at the
first part of the first session of the General Assembly in London indi-
cated, when the General Convention was under consideration, that the
question of whether immunity from national taxation and national
service could be extended to American nationals employed by the
United Nations was a question which was for the determination of the
United States Congress. The Congress has not completed action on
the Convention as yet but I have no reason to believe that the House
of Representatives will reach a different conclusion in this regard than
the Senate.

The question of the meaning of Article VII of the Convention on
Pr1v1leges and Immunities of the United Nations, which concerns the
issuance of laissez passer, is troublesome. I feel that the wording of
that Article is not clear and have noted that at one stage in the draft-
ing of the General Convention the word “passport” was used but that
in the final draft the phrase laissez passer is used.

I appreciate the difficulties which may be caused by any confusion
in the meaning of this provision and suggest that this matter be dis-
cussed with our Delegation when it is in New York for the General
Assembly.

In connection with the questions which you have raised, I think
you may be interested in the following excerpt from the Report of the
Senate Committe on Foreign Relations on this subject:

“The main issue raised in the committee hearings with respect to
the general convention on privileges and immunities centered about
section 18(b) which provides that officials of the United Nations shall
be immune from taxation on the salaries and emoluments paid to them
by the United Nations. The committee recognizes that certain inequal-
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ities in the salary scales within the United Nations would inevitabl y
result if the nationals of different states employed as members of the
Secretariat are subjected to widely divergent rates of taxation by their
own governments. This might lead to difficult problems of morale
within the Secretariat. On ﬁle other hand, the committee considered
it undesirable to create within the United States a group of nationals
not subject to the normal responsibilities of citizenship. Even though
Amerjcan members of the Secretariat have obligations to the United
‘Nations, they still retain their citizenship and they derive many benefits
from the United States. As such; the committee members believe they
should be called upon to contribute.in the form of taxes to the work
of our Government as other American citizens. - G
. “While the committee agreed that there could be no objection to
any arrangement which might be made within the United Nations
Secretariat to equalize the tax burden imposed upon staff members,
it was believed that the United States should reserve its position with
respect to section 18(d) relating to tax immunity. The committee
recommends that the terms of the resoiution be revised accordingly.
. “Still another issue related to article VII of the convention authoriz-
ing the United Nations to issue laissez-passer to its officials. Section 24
of article VII provides ‘these laissez-passer shall be recognized and
accepted as valid travel documents by the authorities of members,
taking into account the provisions of section 25.’ :
- “The committee was assured that this language does not authorize
or require the United Nations or any member state to issue or accept
a document which is a substitute for a passport or other documentation
of nationality. It provides only for a certificate attesting to the United
Nations affiliation of the bearer in respect to travel and will be accepted
by the United States as such a document. Article VII, in other words,
would not amend or modify existing provisions of law with respect to
the requirement or issuance of passports or of other documents evi-
dencing nationality of citizens or aliens. To make this point perfectly
¢lear, the committee approved a second amendment to the resolution,
which is quoted in a later section of this report.” ‘

: _'v_'Sbinc.:erely yours, v . Ernest A, Gross

501.AD/8-2747 ' :
The Legal Adviser (Gross) to the United Nations Assistant Secretary-
Bt General for Legal Afairs (Kerno) ' '

% WasHINGTON, September 11, 1947.
My Drar Dr. Kerno: I have received your letter of August 27,1947,
referring to the Headquarters Agreement between the United Nations
and the United States and suggesting that certain provisions of that
_Agreement might be brought into effect with respect to the temporary
headquarters of the United Nations. :

~Your refer in this connection to the General Assembly resolution
of 14 December 1946 which authorized the Secretary-General “to

Doy
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negotiate and conclude arrangements with the appropriate authorities
of the United States of America to determine on a provisional basis
the privileges, immunities and facilities needed in connexion with the
permanent headquarters of the United Nations”. I assume that al-
though the words “permanent headquarters” are used in this resolu-
tion that in fact the resolution should have referred to the “temporary”
headquarters. . : _ o ,

Although at one time it was our feeling in the Department of State
that certain provisions of the Headquarters Agreement could be
brought into effect at the temporary headquarters by the issuance of
an executive order without the support of other documents, I have
some doubt as to whether an executive order should be issued until
there has been an exchange of notes between the Secretary-General of
the United Nations and the Secretary of State which would specify the
provisions of the Headquarters Agreement that would be applicable
as between the United Nations and the United States. This seems im-
portant because if the United States is asked to extend to the United
Nations at its temporary headquarters the provisions of Article ITT
concerning the inviolability of the Headquarters area, for example, the
United Nations should, on its part, agree to “prevent the (temporary)
headquarters district from becoming a refuge” as provided in Section
9(b) of the Headquarters Agreement.

I think that you will agree that this is a matter which can be worked
. out quickly between representatives of this Government and the
United Nations.

"As you know, Mr. Fahy, my predecessor as Legal Adviser, will be
one of the United States Delegates to the forthcoming meeting of
the Geeneral Assembly. He has agreed to act as the Department’s repre-
sentative in arranging for an exchange of notes which might serve
as a basis for this Government to bring into effect certain provisions
of the Headquarters Agreement at the temporary headquarters.

I do not know whether you will wish to undertake such negotiations
prior to the consideration by the General Assembly of the Head-
quarters Agreement. My own feeling is that if we were to conclude
such negotiations prior to Assembly consideration of the Agreement
we might to some extent prejudice consideration of the Agreement
by the Assembly. My own inclination would be to postpone the nego-
tiations until after the General Assembly has considered the Head-
quarters Agreement. This is a matter which you may wish to discuss
with Mr. Fahy.

I hope that it will be possible for me sometime during the sessions
of the Assembly to come to New York and make your acquaintance.

Sincerely yours, v ErNEsT A. GROSS
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Lot 71-D 440, Box 19230

Memorandum by Mr. Carl M. Marcy of the United States Delegation
Staff of Adwvisers to the Principal Executive Officer of the Delega-
tion (Sandifer)

[New Yorxk,] September 12, 1947.
Subject: Headquarters Agreement and Privileges and Immunities

Mr. Fahy and I discussed this morning the advisability of having
our political officers informed as soon as possible that we want the
Headquarters Agreement approved by the General Assembly without
change. As you know, the Agreement has been approved by the Con-
gress and it would be most unfortunate if it were necessary for us to
go back to Congress next year with a different agreement. Political
officers should be informed that the privileges and immunities granted
to the United Nations in the Headquarters Agreement are most cer-
tainly broader than those which would be acceptable to our Congress
next year.

! Folder “Committee 6, Privileges and Immunities of Member States and Staff”.

501.AC/9-2247

Memorandum by Mr. Charles Fahy of the United States Delegation
to the Legal Adviser (Gross)

[WasHINGTON,?] September 22, 1947.
Subject: Implementation of Headquarters Agreement

I refer to your letter dated September 11, 1947 to Dr. Kerno* in
which you stated that I would act as the Department’s representative
“in arranging for an exchange of notes which might serve as a basis
for this Government to bring into effect certain provisions of the Head-
quarters Agreement at the temporary headquarters”.

Do you also want me to act in drafting an exchange of notes which
would bring the Headquarters Agreement itself into effect ?

As you know, Section 28 of the Headquarters Agreement (copy
attached) * provides that it is to be brought into effect by an exchange
of notes between the appropriate United States and United Nations
authorities. That exchange of notes could take place as soon as the
General Assembly has approved the Headquarters Agreement and
indeed it would be helpful if we could so indicate during discussion
of the Headquarters Agreement.

In connection with possible negotiations as to the matters to be
covered in such an exchange of notes, which will of course be cleared

2 Ante, p. 54.
#Not printed.
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with the Department in draft form, I would like to receive the De-
partment’s views on the application of Section 15 of the Headquarters
Agreement.

It would probably be appropriate in the exchange of notes to define
by class or number those members of the staffs of permanent resident
representatives who are to “be entitled in the territory of the United
States to the same privileges and immunities, subject to corresponding
conditions and obligations, as it [the United States] 2 accords to diplo-
matic envoys accredited to it”.

As you will recall, Section 15 reads in part that the privileges and
immunities referred to above are to be given to “such resident members
of their [the principal resident representative’s] staffs as may be agreed
upon between the Secretary-General, the Government of the United
States and the Government of the Member concerned”.

The following alternatives seem open:

(1) We could refuse to negotiate now, pointing out that we must
negotiate separate agreements with each Member state. This would be
stalling.

(2) We could agree to extend diplomatic status to all officers of
Missions as listed in the attached United Nations booklet. This would
give the same status to Missions to the United Nations as we now give
to Missions accredited to this Government.

(3) We could seek a compromise between the preceding extreine
positions and determine the persons to receive diplomatic status either
upon a numerical ground or upon the basis of rank, or upon a
combination of number and rank.

As a basis of negotiations, it is suggested that I be authorized to
proceed upon the basis of alternative (3) above. If so authorized, an
arrangement somewhat as follows might be made and I would appre-
ciate your comments thereon:

“In order to implement Section 15, paragraph two of the Head-
quarters Agreement, the United States Government, without prejudic-
ing its freedom in the future to withdraw the privileges and immuni-
ties herein granted and to condition the grant of the privileges and
immunities referred to in Section 15 upon agreement between the
Secretary General, the Government of the United States and the
Government, of the Member concerned as provided in that Section,
will extend to resident members of the staffs of principal resident
representatives to the United Nations, if they have at least the rank
of a Second Secretary of Legation, or its equivalent, the same privi-
leges and immunities, subject, to corresponding conditions and obliga-
tions, as it [the United States] accords to diplomatic envoys accredited
to it, Provided, however,

(1) That Member states which have seats upon the Security
Council, the Economic and Social Council and the Trusteeship

2 Brackets in this document appear in the source text.
335-253—73——6
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Council shall not have more than fifteen persons on their staffs
entitled to the privileges and immunities specified in the afore-
mentioned Section 15; '
(2) That Member states which have seats on not more than two
of the above listed Councils shall not have more than ten persons
* on their staffs entitled to the aforementioned status; and
: (8) That Member states which .do not have a seat upon any
- council shall have not more than five persons on their staffs entitled
to the aforementioned status. o o o
The United Nations agrees that it will, in consultation with the
United States, make arrangements for keeping the United
‘States currently informed of the names of the individuals entitled
to such status.” v

It would be most helpful if I could have the Department’s comments
‘within the near future, since we are under considerable pressure from
other delegations in this regard.

L/UNA Files

Memorandum by the Legal Adviser (Gfoss) to Mr. Charles F. ahy of
the United States Delegation * :

CONFIDENTIAL [Wasningron, October 6, 1947.]

As suggested in the second paragraph of your memorandum,? T
would appreciate it very much if you would draft the exchange of
notes to bring the Headquarters Agreement itself into effect as well
as the exchange of notes which would make it applicable to the tem-
porary headquarters.

As regards the implementation of Section 15 of the Headquarters
Agreement, with respect to the temporary headquarters, I would like
to suggest the following :

(@) Iassume you will consider the desirability of consulting the rep-
resentatives of the City and State of New York who were concerned
with the negotiation of the Agreement as well as the local officials at
Lake Success. ' S ' ‘

(0) As regards the three alternatives which you mention for de-
termining who is to receive full diplomatic status :-

(1) I agree that the first alternative—insisting on separate agree-
ments with each of the delegation[s]—is undesirable with respect to the
provisional arrangements applicable to the temporary headquarters.

(2) Your second alternative—inclusion of all officers of missions—
would seem too generous, at least for the start of negotiations, although
I would see no scrious objection to receding to it if, in your judgment,
this seems desirable in the course of negotiations. It is my understand-
ing that this would not place missions to the United Nations on the

* This text is based on a draft which, although dated September 29, apparently
incorporated revisions in drafting effected during October 1-6.
2 Mr. Fahy’s memorandum of September 22 is printed supra.
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same footing as missions to the United States, since diplomatic status
for the latter includes clerical and other personnel as well as “officers”.

(8) I agree that a position between the extremes of the first and
second alternatives is the best to take at the outset, but I would sug-
gest that you consider modifying your third alternative so as to base
1t purely on rank rather than on a combination of rank and number.
1t seems to me that the imposition of maximum numerical limitations
has the following disadvantages: ' o : '

(i) It would be difficult to agree on any numerical limitations
that will not seem arbitrary and unsatisfactory as applied to indi-
vidual delegations, unless they are so generous as to be almost
meaningless. In this connection I note that the numerical limits
suggested in your draft would not seem to exclude any of the offi-
cers listed in the first part of the delegation list attached to your
memorandum except in the cases of Argentina, China and the
Philippine Republic, plus the members of the Military Staff Com-
mittee if military staffs are not to be separately provided for.

(ii) The limits might be deemed inequitable as regards the five
delegations having representatives on the MSC unless separate
provision is made for them.

(iil) Objections might also be made by members represented on
the Atomic Energy Commission and the Conventional Armaments
Commission who do not get any greater allowance than those who
are represented only on the ECOSOC or the Trusteeship Council.

(iv) Difficulties of interpretation may apply in the case of those
who have diplomatic status independently by reason of being also
attached to embassies in Washington.

(v) Embarrassing situations may develop where a member
ceases to be represented on one of the Councils but does not wish
to make a corresponding reduction in force.

Incidentally, I am advised that much of the pressure for full diplo-
matic privileges has been manifested at meetings of the Secretaries
General of the delegations. For this reason, it might be expedient to
make sure that whatever definition is adopted would include them. The
Protocol Division has some question about the term “Second Secre-
tary of Legation or its equivalent”. It is suggested that in lieu of the
language “of the staffs of principal resident representatives to the
United Nations, if they have at least the rank of a Second Secretary
of Legation, or its equivalent” the following language might be used
“of the staffs of principal resident representatives to the United Na-
tions holding positions of trust and responsibility as officers of their
respective governments”. .

1t is further suggested that after the words the following language
be included in the Agreement as a protection to the United States:

“The Government of the United States reserves the right to decline
to extend diplomatic privileges and immunities to any individual who
does not, in its opinion, meet with the foregoing qualifications”.

(¢) I would also suggest revising the clause beginning “without
prejudicing its freedom” to read somewhat as follows:
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“ .. on a provisional basis and without prejudicing the rights of
the United States, or of any member of the United Nations, in respect
of the negotiation of definitive agreements between. the Secretary
General, the Government of the United States and the governments
of such members, as contemplated under Section 15(2) of the Head-
quarters Agreement”.?

The purpose of this change is to make clear that the Secretary Gen-
eral, in agreeing to the proposed classification, would not be prejudicing
the rights of the members to claim a broader classification when the
tripartite agreements contemplated by Section 15 are negotiated and
thus to relieve him of the necessity of getting the individual concur-
rences of the affected members. There is some question in my mind
whether under the terms of the Agreement it would be possible for the
Secretary General and the United States to dispose of the question
alone. As far as any unilateral right of the United States to withdraw
the privileges is concerned, I should think this would be adequately
covered by the words “subject to corresponding conditions and obliga-
tions” in Section 15 and by the deportation provisions of Section 13 (5).

You may also wish to consider clarifying the language with
respect to:

(1) Status of families and domestic servants. Mr. Stokes says that,
according to his recollection, the minutes of the negotiations which he
believes Mr. Marcy has with him in New York will show that it was
contemplated that families should be included and that domestic
servants were either to be excluded or their status was left in doubt.

(2) Status of the United States Mission. 1 assume that we do not
want diplomatic privileges for the members of our mission. This
raises the question whether they should be expressly excluded in the
Agreement or whether the United States should merely file with the
SYG a general waiver of immunity as applied to members of the
United States Mission. I would be glad to leave this to your discretion.

I attach, for your consideration, a redraft embodying the suggestions
made in this memorandum.

[Attachment]
Drarr

In order to implement Section 15(2) of the Headquarters Agree-
ment, the United States Government, on a provisional basis and with-
out prejudicing the rights of the United States, or of any member of
the United Nations, in respect of the negotiation of definitive agree-
ments between the Secretary General, the Government of the United
States and the governments of such members, as contemplated under
Section 15 of the Headquarters Agreement, will extend to resident

 Omission indicated in the original memorandum.
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members of the staffs of principal resident representatives to the
United Nations holding positions of trust and responsibility as officers
of their respective governments, the same privileges and immunities,
subject to corresponding conditions and obligations, as it [the United
States] accords to diplomatic envoys accredited to it.

The United Nations agrees that it will, in consultation with the
United States, make arrangements for keeping the United States cur-
rently informed of the names of the individuals entitled to such status.

The Government of the United States reserves the right to decline
to extend diplomatic privileges and immunities to any individual who
does not, in its opinion, meet with the foregoing qualifications.

501.BB/10-1447 : Telegram

The Secretary of State at the United Nations to the Actz’ng}
Secretary of State

RESTRICTED [New Yorg,] October 14, 1947—7:17 p. m.
URGENT .

Delga 32. From Sandifer to Rusk for Barron.! Re telephone con-
versation between Bevans? and Marcy. Draft Legal Committee Re-
port to GA on Headquarters Agreement ® contains paragraph read-
ing as follows:

“With regard to Section 28, it was agreed that the notes exchanged
for the purposes of bringing the Headquarters Agreement into force
should be limited to effecting this purpose and should not contain any
other matter having any effect by way of interpretation or otherwise
on the provisions of the Headquarters Agreement”.

Draft note from Austin to Lie would contain language as follows:
“Pursuant to instructions from my government and in accordance
with authority granted by Congress, I wish to propose . . .” that the
Agreement come into effect.

! Dean Rusk was Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs, the Depart-
ment of State office charged with responsibility for United Nations affairs.
Bryton Barron was Assistant for Treaty Affairs, Office of the Legal Adviser,
and Chief of the Treaty Branch.

2 Charles I. Bevans was Assistant Chief of the Treaty Branch, Office of the
Legal Adviser.

30n October 3, Subcommittee 1 of the Sixth Committee of the General As-
sembly, having before it the Secretary-General’s report of the headquarters
agreement negotiation printed in U.N. Doc. A/371, began considering the ques-
tion of whether the General Assembly should authorize the Secretary-General
to exchange notes with the United States Government in order to try to bring
the agreement into force. Following introductory remarks by Dr. Kerno, the
Assistant Secretary-General for Legal Affairs, and Charles Fahy, United States
member on the Sixth Committee (Mr. Fahy had been appointed an alternate
representative of the United States to the Second Session of the General As-
sembly), in which they outlined the history of the headquarters agreement, the
subcommittee made the decision to convider the agreement on an article-by-article
basis.
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Language referred to above grew out of discussions as to whether
reference should be made to Section 6 of Public Law 857.¢ The Report
referred to above also contains language reading as follows:

“Copies of Public Law 357 passed by the US Congress have been
transmitted semi-officially by the Legal Adviser of the State Dept to
the Assistant SYQ, the Assistant SYG placed copies thereof at the
disposal of the Subcommittee. While approving this action by the
Secretariat, the Subcommittee were, however, of the opinion that it
was neither necessary nor appropriate for the UN to take official cog-
nizance of thigs resolution of Congress on the ground that the Agree-
ment alone contained the obligations between the parties and that the
actual contents of the resolution of Congress was a domestic matter
for the US.” .

USDel would appreciate your comments on suitability of above
language, bearing in mind whether Section 6 does in fact place a
restriction upon the Headquarters Agreement and the undesirability
of raising this question again with the Legal Committee if it can be
avoided. [Sandifer.]

MaRrsiiaLL

* For text of section 6, see p. 43.

501.BB/10-1547 } Telégram

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Austin)
o to the Acting Secretary of State ' '

CONFIDENTIAL [NEw Yorg,] October 15, 1947—10: 51 p. m.

PRIORITY o P : o

Delga 34. From Sandifer to Rusk for Barron. Reference to Delga
32, October 14. After lengthy and heated discussion in Subcommittee
1 of Sixth Committee of matters referred to in Delga 82, October 14,
and matters discussed by Bevans and Marcy in telephone conversation
of October 15, subcommittee agreed to include in its report only the
following language:

“In submitting the text of the Headquarters Agreement the Secre-
tary General also submitted a covering report (A/371) which,
amongst other things, showed that the Congress of the United States
had taken the action necessary to authorize the Secretary of State to
bring the Agreement into force. The subcommittee confined its study
to the text of the Agreement, ete.”

A separate paragraph of the report will read as follows:

“With regard to Section 28 of the Headquarters Agreement, the
subcommittee was of the opinion that the notes exchanged for the pur-
poses of bringing the Headquarters Agreement into force should be
limited to effecting this purpose and should not contain any other
matter having any effect by way of interpretation or otherwise on the
provision of the Headquarters Agreement.”
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It was the sense of the Committee, however, that these notes might
properly refer to the act of the appropriate United States official
“being duly authorized by act of the United States Congress”.

USDel hopes Dept will find this language acceptable. It was ac-
cepted only after long and at times acrimonious debate and in our
opinion represents the best language we are likely to get without
serious difficulties being encountered. We feel that the language agreed
upon probably leaves open the question of the effect to be given to Sec-
tion 6 of Public Law 857 if a dispute should ever arise as to its effect
upon the Headquarters Agreement. Since Public Law 357 was actually
before the Committee as part of an official document (A/371), it seems
likely that if a dispute should ever arise any judicial body considering
the matter would take Public Law 357 into account in its decision.

Marcy will telephone Bevans before 11 a. m. October 16 to discuss
this matter. [ Sandifer.] : S

"AvsTIN

*An exchange between Mr. Fahy and the United Kingdom representative on
(and chairman of) the subcommittee (Beckett) at the subcommittee’s meeting
on October 16 was summarized in United Nations unclassified summary No. 1029
of October 16:

“Fahy pointed out that the United States would have to bring the Agreement
into effect subject .to the authority given the Prexident by. Public Law 357 and
that the General Assembly should not go into the question of whether the Agree-
ment was affected in any way. by the action of Congress or the General Assembly
resolution. He said that a statement by the Committee to the effect that the
Agreemert alone constituted .the total obligation was a conclusion of law which
the Committée was not competent to make. If in the future a disagreement should

arise as to the effect of the Act of Congress, the judicial body settling the matter
would determine the question. Beckett (UK) said that the Subcommittee did
not have cognizance of the law and that therefore the Agreement alone, which
had been considered, must contain all the obligations. Fahy said that ‘he did
have cognizance’ of the Act of Congress and that when the United States
brings the Agreement into effect, for its part, it must be under the authority of
the Act of Congress. It was finally agreed that no mention would be made of
Public Law 357, thereby presumably leaving to future determination, if the
question should ever arise, the question of the effect of Public Law 357 upon the
Agreement.” : ) : .

In a memorandum to the Deputy Legal Adviser (Tate) on November 12, Mr.
Marcy discussed this exchange :

“Mr. Fahy made it very clear to the subcommittee studying the Headquarters
Agreement that when the United States adheres to the Headquarters Agreement
it must do so under the authority granted to it by the Congress. At one point dur-
ing the discussion Mr. Beckett of the UK said that as far as he was con-
cerned he ‘had no cognizance of the act of Congress and that its substance was
a domestic matter’. Mr. Fahy in reply said that ‘he did have cognizance of the
act of Congress’ and the United States for its part had to act in accordance with
the legislation.” (501.AD/11-147)

L/T Files?
Draft of Note to the Secretary-General of the United Nations ?

ExceLeency: T have the honor to refer to Section 28 of the Agree-

*In folder entitled “United Nations Headquarters Lake Success June 26, 1947
Folder No. 1.”
2 A chit over this draft, dated October 16, from Bryton Barron, Chief of the

Footnote continued on following page.
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ment between the United Nations and the United States of America
regarding the Headquarters of the United Nations, signed at Lake
Success June 26, 1947, which provides for bringing that Agreement
into effect by an exchange of notes. Reference is made also to the pro-
visions of United States Public Law 357, 80th Congress, entitled “Joint
Resolution Authorizing the President to bring into effect an agreement
between the United States and the United Nations for the purpose of
establishing the permanent headquarters of the United Nations in the
United States and authorizing the taking of measures necessary to
facilitate compliance with the provisions of such agreement, and for
other purposes”, which was approved by the President of the United
States of America on August 4, 1947.

Pursuant to instructions from my Government, I have the honor
to inform you that the Government of the United States of America is
prepared to apply the above-mentioned Headquarters Agreement sub-
jest to the provisions of Public Law 357.

I have been instructed by my Government to propose that the present
note and your reply note concurring therein be considered as bringing
the Headquarters Agreement into effect on the date of your note.

Tootnote continued from previous page.

Treaty Branch, Office of the Legal Adviser, to Carl Marcy with the United States
Delegation at New York, read :

“Pursuant to your telephone request of today, there is attached a draft of a
note which we believe should be followed literally in informing the Secretary-
General of the United Nations of the readiness of the Government of the United
States of America to bring the Headquarters Agreement into force.”

IO Files: US/A/T19
United States Delegation Position Paper

RESTRICTED [NEw Yorxk,] October 28, 1947.

REepPorT OF THE S1xTH COMMITTEE ON THE HEADQUARTERS AGREEMENT
BerwreN THE UNITED NATIONS AND THE UNITED STATES

1. United States Position

The United States should vote in favor of the report on the Head-
quarters Agreement of Committee Six, which was unanimously ap-
proved by Committee Six. The report has attached to it a simple draft
resolution authorizing the Secretary-General on his part to bring the
Agreement into effect.

1 The report of the Sixth Committee is printed as U.N. Doc. A /427, October 27,
1947, and is found in depository libraries. Except for its introduction and con-
cluding recommendations, the report consists of the report of Subcommittee 1,
dated October 17, which is printed in United Nations, Official Records of the
Second Session of the General Assembly, Siwth Committee (hereafter cited as
GA (II), Sizth Committee), pp. 339 ff., annex 11la. The concluding portion of
the report of the Sixth Committee itself is printed in United Nations, Oficial
Records of the Second Session of the General Assembly, Plenary Meetings (here-
after cited as GA (II), Plenary), vol. I, pp. 467 and 468.
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It would be appropriate for the United States representative to
make a brief statement when this item is reached on the agenda. A copy
of a proposed statement is attached.

2. History in Committee

The Headquarters Agreement was considered paragraph by para-
graph in a Subcommittee of the Sixth Committee. Principal discus-
sion concerned the relationship between the Headquarters Agreement,
which has been approved by the United States Congress, and the Gen-
eral Convention on Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations
which has been approved by the Senate but not, as yet, by the House
of Representatives. It had originally been contemplated that both of
these documents would be approved by the United States at the same
time since they are closely related.? There was also some discussion of
the number of persons in missions accredited to the United Nations
who should receive diplomatic status. The terms of the agreement
leave this question open to negotiation between the Secretary-General
and the United States.

3. Possible Developments in Plenary Session

It is not anticipated that there will be any opposition to the adoption
of the Sixth Committee report and resolution on this matter. A state-
ment along the lines of the attached draft might be made by the United
States representative.?

?The Subcommittee described this situation as “The most complicated question
which the Sub-Committee had to consider . . . . In order that the United Nations
can be satisfied that its position with regard to its headquarters is satisfactorily
assured, it should be in a position to know that the United States is or will shortly
be a party to the General Convention [on Privileges and Immunities] and upon
what terms.” (GA (II), Siwth Committee, p. 342)

3 Attached draft statement not printed. In the course of discussion and ap-
proval of this position paper by the U.S. Delegation at a meeting of the Delega-
tion on October 29, “Mr. Fahy pointed out that . . . . There had been detailed
consideration of the agreement in a Sub-Committee. One of the interpretations
of the agreement had been opposed by Mr. Fahy at the conclusion of this con-
sideration. He only wanted to mention the right of the U.S. to deport a person if,
outside of his official activities, he were engaged in dangerous activities. This
was the most touchy problem in connection with the convention. The report stated
that it was understood that this right of deportation would be used only in the
most serious circumstances. Mr. Fahy said he took the position that the U.S.
would be reasonable in this matter and did not object.” (Minutes of Meeting of
U.S. Delegation, October 29, 1947, 10 Files, Doc. US/A/M(Chr) /73)

Mr. Fahy’s statement to the General Assembly on October 31 is printed in
GA (II), Plenary, vol. 1, pp. 468-469. The General Assembly on the same date ap-
proved a resolution (Resolution 169 (II1)) consisting of two parts. Part A author-
ized the Secretary General to bring the Headquarters Agreement into effect (the
text accompanies the resolution). Part B stated: “The General Assembly Decides
to recommend to the Secretary-General and to the appropriate authorities of the
United States of America to use section 16 of the General Convention on the
Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations as a guide in considering—
under sub-section 2 and the last sentence of section 15 of the [Headquarters
Agreement]—what classes of persons on the staff of delegations might be included
in the lists to be drawn up by agreement between the Secretary-General, the
Government of the United States of America and the Government of the Member
State concerned.” (United Nations, Official Records of the Gencral Assembly,
Second Session, Resolutions 16 September-29 November 1947, pp. 91 ff; text of
Part B appears on p. 92.)
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501 AD/11-147

Tke United States Representatwe at the Umted Nations (Austm) to
the Secretary of State

No. 4482 [New York,] November 1, 1947.

The United States Representative at the Seat of the United Nations
presents his compliments to the Secretary of State and has the honor
to refer to the unanimous approval of the report on the Headquarters
Agreement of Committee 6 (Document A/427) by the General Assem-
bly of the United Nations at its 101st plenary meeting on October 31,
1947. The report has attached to it a simple draft resolution authoriz-
ing the Secretary-General on his part to bring the agreement into
effect in the manner provided in Section 28 thereof.

Section 28 provides that the Agreement shall be brought into effect
“by an exchange of notes between the Secretary-General, duly author-
ized pursuant to a resolution of the General Assembly of the United
Nations, and the appropriate executive officer of the United States,
duly authorized pursuant to appropriate action of the Congress.”

A copy of a draft note which it is proposed to send to the Secretary-
General is enclosed herewith.* If the proposed note meets with the
Department’s approval, it will be discussed with representatives of
the Secretary-General.

! Not printed. The text is identical with that of the draft prepared by the
Department on October 16 ; see p. 63.

¥ As noted, the text submltted here by the Mission was the same as that drafted
in the Department on October 16. There was, however, a difference of opinion
between the Mission and the Department as to whether it would be satisfactory,
from the United States point of view and in deference to the United Nations, to
substitute “in accordance with” or “in pursuance of” for “subject to” in the
reference to Public Law 357 in paragraph two of the proposed United States note.
The Mission disliked the term “subject to” and expressed a desire to have some
negotiating latitude in.respect to this. It is probable that the Mission’s opinion
was conveyed over the telephone rather than being recorded in a written
communication.

Carl Marcy, Acting Legislative Counsel in a memorandum to Mr. T’ate, the
Deputy Legal Adviser, on November 12, expressed the Department’s view:
“First, that to be homest with Congress we must use the phrase ‘subject to’,
second, that the casual reader or historian when examining the exchange of notes
will, 1f he encounters the words ~sub3ect to’, have adequate notice that he must
look at the Congressional Act before going further 7 (501.AD/11-147). In a tele-
phone conversation on November 13 between Mr. Marcy in Washington and
Mr. John Maktos, Adviser on the Urnited States Delegation Staff in New York,
the Mission was informed that the Department would send out an instruction
“within a day or two stating that the Department would prefer ‘subject to’ but
that [the Mission] would be given discretion to substitute ‘pursuant to’ or ‘in
accordance with’ if necessary.” (Memorandum, Maktos to Fahy, New York,
November 13, IO Files in folder “Ad Hoc Committee on Headquarters Re-
port of the Secretary-General [1847]”). Whatever action the Department or
the Mission may have taken subsequently, and nothing of record has been found
in the Department’s files, the words “subject to” were used in the final text; and
in telegram 1589 to New York, December 8, the Acting Secretary of State stated
that “Dept. especially appreciates Fahy’s accomplishment during difficult nego-
tiations obtaining acceptance specific wording desired by Dept., making clear
that application agreement shall be subJect [to] provisions US Public Law 357.”
(501.AD/11-2147)
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It is desirable that the exchange: of notes take place before the
termination of the Second Session ofithe General Assembly. It would
be appreciated if the Department would give this matter the earliest
possible consideration.® " ' '

i The text of the note which the United States Representative at the United
Nations (Austin) exchanged with the Secretary General on November 21 was
exactly the same as the text prepared in the Department on October 16 with the
exception of the last paragraph, which at the request of the Secretary General
wag changed to read: “I have been instructed by my Government to propose that
the present note and your note of this date be considered as bringing the Head-
quarters Agreement into effect on the date hereof.” The documentation of this
change consists of telegram 1220 from New York, November 15 (501.AD/11-1547),
and Department of State’s instruction 263 to New York, November 20
(501.AD/11-1547), neither printed.

Texts of the notes exchanged on November 21 are printed in Department of
State Bulletin, December 14, 1947, pp. 1180 and 1181; 61 Stat. (pt. 4) 3437; and
in United Nations Treaty Series, vol. x1, pp. 38 ff.

Editorial Note

Concerning the general question of the status of the General Con-
vention on Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations, vis-a-vis
the United States, and with particular reference to action by the
United States Senate in July reserving the position of the United
States in respect to section 18(d) of the Convention, relating to tax
immunity (see letter, Gross to Kerno, September 11, page 54), Adlai
Stevenson, United States Representative on the Fifth Committee of
the General Assembly, made the following statement to that Commit-
tee on November 4, 1947 : '

“I want to point out that the Congress of the United States, our
legislative body, has not adhered to the convention of privileges and
immunities. It has not granted exemption from federal taxation of
a United States citizen working for the United Nations, However,
this matter has not been concluded by the Congress. It is there now.
It has been rejected by the Senate, the upper body, and it is pending
in the House. It is not a certainty that the Congress will not grant
tax immunity ; that the United States will not join those other States
who have already granted tax immunity, although there are relatively
few among them among the membership of the United Nations.

“I want the members of the Committee to know and understand
the best I can the principle—the problem we are confronted with. The
Delegation of the United States at the United Nations represents the
executive branch of the government, not the legislative branch. We are,
therefore, in a measure, restricted in the opinions that we express and
in the action which we propose to take, by the principles that are
established from time to time by our legislative branch. The attitude
of Congress historically in this country as to tax immunity springs
from profound roots. It is not capricious; it is not in any sense a result
of any lack on their part of willingness to cooperate with the United
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Nations. It springs from a profound principle in the origins of the
government of my country, which was expressed many times his-
torically, that there shall be in this country equal rights for all and
special privileges for none, that there shall be no class of citizens who
enjoy rights, titles of nobility, etc. It found its root with anchorage
in our origins from continental Europe. Translated into modern terms
it is difficult for the legislative branch of my government to give tax
immunity in accordance with the privileges and immunities which
have been proposed here, because it would create a class of people
within the United States who enjoy a special privilege.

“. .. I can assure the Committee that the executive branch of the
government will renew, and most emphatically, its recommendations
that in this case American employees of the United Nations should be
granted tax immunity and that 1t should adhere to the treaty.* It is
quite possible that that may come about. As I see it, the matter is.not
foreclosed. It is just one branch of our government that has acted
upon the matter during the sessions this winter.” (501.AC/3-148)

For the Fifth Committee’s report on the problem of tax equalization
and the text of the resolution approved by the General Assembly on
November 20, see United Nations, Official Records of the General As-
sembly, Second Session, Plenary Meetings, pages 1176 ff. As was done
in 1946, those Members that had not yet acceded to the General Con-
vention on Privileges and Immunities were requested “to take the nec-
essary legislative action to do so in order to exempt their nationals em-
ployed by the United Nations from national income taxation. . . .”
(¢bid., page 1178).

! Omission indicated in source text.

L/UNA Files
The Deputy Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs
(Thompson) to the Under Secretary of State (Lowvett)

CONFIDENTIAL WasHINGTON, November 14, 1947.
Subject: Financing Construction of United Nations Headquarters

Pursuant to your request I am submitting a statement of the con-
siderations which have led the Department to conclude that construe-
tion of the United Nations headquarters should be started promptly
and that the United States should make the proposed interest-free loan.

At a time when we are so vitally concerned with the reconstruction
of devastated Europe, the expenditure of United States funds and use
of United States materials for the construction of office buildings for
the United Nations may invite some criticism. These and other impor-
tant considerations may be urged in favor of continuing to operate in
the present temporary headquarters, inconvenient and inadequate as
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they are, until construction costs may be lower, materials more easily
available and Member Nations in a better position to contribute their
respective shares promptly. Faced with the factors outlined below,
however, the Department has concluded that the importance of con-
crete demonstration of the faith of this Government and of the other
Member Nations in the permanence of the United Nations and of its
establishment on our soil outweighs considerations which might other-
wise operate in favor of delay. :

Psychological and Political Factors Bearing on Confidence in Future
of United Nations

The desirability, from the point of view of the United States, of
beginning promptly, or alternatively, postponing construction of the
headquarters has been considered in the light of the general interna-
tional situation as reflected in the United Nations. Recent deterioration
of relations between the Great Powers has led to serious concernamong
the Member Nations as to whether the Organization will survive. In
this atmosphere, any action which might be misconstrued as showing
lack of confidence on the part of the United States in the permanence
of the United Nations might add immeasurably to the growing
pessimism among governments and especially among peoples, perhaps
including those of this country. Failure of the United Nations to pro-
ceed promptly with the construction of the permanent headquarters
because the United States preferred postponment, would thus have
demoralizing political and psychological repercussions out of propor-
tion to the possible advantages of delaying construction. The reaction
would probably be the sharper since all the necessary steps toward
construction have been taken except for determining the method of
financing.

Possibility of Reopening Decision T'o Locate Permanent Headquarters
in United States

Another factor with which the Department has been concerned is
the possible reopening of the controversy over the permanent site
which preceded the decision to locate the permanent headquarters in
this country. Although an actual reversal of this decision is not antic-
ipated, the mere consideration of such action might have serious effects
from the point of view of the United Nations and of this Government.

The United States has from the outset attached great importance
to the location of the permanent headquarters of the United Nations
in this country. Although our delegations to the Preparatory Com-
mission of the United Nations and to the first meeting of the General
Assembly abstained from taking a position on the question of the loca-
tion of the headquarters, they made it very clear that the United States
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would welcome warmly a decision to locate in this country. The United
Nations’ decision to do so was made in the light of the unanimous con-
current resolution adopted by the Congress on December 10 and 11,
1945, inviting the Organization to make its headquarters in the United
States. ' .

‘When the choice of the precise site within the United States was to
be made at the second part of the first General Assembly session last
fall, the Soviet bloc, aparently regretting its previous support of loca-
tion in the United States, came out in favor of Europe and, in par-
ticular, Geneva. The United Kingdom, however, and several other
countries which had previously favored Europe, now took the posi-
tion that it would be a fatal blow to wholehearted United States par-
ticipation in the United Nations if the latter were to move its head-
quarters to Europe. The very fact that the USSR apparently wanted
the headquarters in Europe, probably induced some states to oppose
any such proposition.

Difficulties in reaching agreement on a specific location were finally
resolved when Mr. John D. Rockefeller, Jr., and The City of New
York offered to make the East River site available without cost. The
Assembly promptly accepted the offer and authorized the Secretary
General to acquire the land, undertake demolition, and, with the assist-
ance of a Headquarters Advisory Committee, to prepare plans for the
construction and financing of the headquarters. The site was acquired
after the Congress had passed the necessary legislation exempting the
gift from Federal Gift tax; demolition of existing structures has been
completed with the exception of a small office building which is suit-
able for use by the United Nations.

Preliminary construction plans have been completed through the
joint efforts of internationally famous architects from several Mem-
ber Nations. There is every indication that these plans will be ap-
proved without objection at the current session; they have already
been modified to reduce the estimated cost from $85,000,000 to
$65,000,000. '

There are indications that many delegations will favor holding the
next General Assembly in Europe, probably Paris. Other delegations
are strongly opposed to such a proposal on the ground that the in-
fluence of the United States in the Assembly would be decreased and
that of the Soviet Union correspondingly increased. A recent confi-
dential despatch indicates that Mr. Bevin himself feels very strongly
on this matter, being of the opinion that the whole move to hold the
next Assembly in Europe is a Soviet maneuver designed to get the
United Nations away from the influence of the United States and
from the United States press.



UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 71

In spite of such doubts, the United States delegation has taken the
position that we will be glad to have the next Assembly held in Eu-
rope. This, however, has been on the assumption that the construction
of the permanent headquarters would be definitely under way so that
there could be no question of the European session affecting the ulti-
mate question of the permanent location.

Certainly a decision to postpone construction would greatly increase
che possibilities of the entire matter being reconsidered. This would
involve a serious threat not merely to the prestige and leadership of
the United States in the United Nations but to the growth and
strengthening of the entire Organization, the morale of the Secretariat
and the faith of the Member Nations in the future of the Organiza-
tion itself.’

Importance of Maintaining Co-operation of New York City

The City of New York, in addition to acquiring, at its own expense,
and conveying to the United Nations a substantial portion of the site
needed to round out the properties acquired with Mr. Rockefeller’s
gift, has authorized and is ready to proceed with plans involving the
expenditure of some $20,000,000 by the City for the development of
the approaches and improvement of the surroundings.

The Mayor has expressed to Senator Austin his serious concern as to
whether he can maintain the necessary support to carry through this
essential program unless there is unmistakable evidence that the head-
quarters will be promptly constructed. He made these representations
in connection with an urgent request that the Department try to
arrange for financing through the International Bank, the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation or the Export-Import Bank so that it would
not be necessary to wait for Congressional action at the forthcoming
regular session. (Conversations with officials of these agencies have
clearly indicated that they lack authority to make the loan.) The Mayor
felt that New York City’s part of the project might be jeopardized if
it were necessary to wait even a few months before construction could
start. If construction were to be postponed until 1949 or perhaps several
years more, it may be assumed that the situation with regard to the
City’s participation would be much more precarious.

Alternative Methods of Financing

Assuming, as it appears we must, that it is important to begin con-
struction of the headquarters promptly, the question remains how such
an operation can be most appropriately financed. The Department has
given careful consideration to this question in consultation with the
Treasury Department, the Bureau of the Budget and other interested
Federal agencies. The whole matter was again reviewed at a meeting
in the Secretary’s office on September 4.
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Financing by outright Member contributions seems to be out of the
question in view of the dollar shortage.

At the request of the United States, the Secretariat carefully ex-
plored, among financial circles in New York City, the possibilities of a
private loan. The Secretary General reached the conclusion that the
most favorable private arrangement obtainable would be one under
which the loan would be confined to $25,000,000 out of the total of
$65,000,000, the balance being met by having the United States pay up
at the outset its entire share of the total cost (approximately $26,000,-
000), the other Members paying $14,000,000 at once and the balance of
their shares when the private loan was to be paid off at the end of ten
years. Interest would be at approximately 3 per cent.

Any plan of private financing on reasonable terms must of course
be confined to a portion only of the total cost, the remainder being
made available in cash. This involves either a special advance by the
United States or a call on other Member Nations for additional dollars
which they are not in a position to furnish. Protection of the legal
position of the lenders would involve difficult arrangements for the
waiver of the United Nations’ immunity from suit and possible addi-
tional complications in the architectural program to satisfy the lenders
that the buildings would be adaptable for other use in the theoretical
contingency of a foreclosure. Furthermore, there are indications that
many Members would consider it harmful to the prestige of the United
Nations if it were under obligation to private financial interests.

Advantages of an Interest-Free Loan

In view of such considerations, the Treasury Department advised
this Department that the most appropriate arrangement would be a
loan by the United States Government. Although the Department at
first had in mind an interest bearing loan, the ultimate conclusion, in
agreement with the Treasury Department, was that a loan without
interest would not only have the advantage of constituting an accepta-
ble gesture of hospitality to the United Nations, but would probably
in the long run actually be to the advantage of the United States from
a strictly financial point of view. The Department concluded that the
waiver of interest would greatly strengthen the hands of the United
States Delegation in resisting the inevitable efforts to call upon the
United States for the payment of a bigger share of the costs of con-
struction than its share of the regular budget of the United Nations.

The argument has often been made to the effect that the United
States derives an economic advantage from the expenditure in this
country of nearly all the regular budget of the United Nations. The
United States has been able so far to avoid an increased contribution
on this account; we are in fact working for a decrease. The principal
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argument of the United States has been that it would not be con-
sistent with the sovereign equality of Members if the Organization
were dependent upon one Member for an excessive proportion of its
revenue. This argument, however, will not carry so much weight in
connection with the construction of the headquarters, since it will be
urged that this is an isolated transaction not establishing any prece-
dent. Other Members may call this Government’s attention to the
generosity which has already been evidenced by a private citizen and
by The City of New York. Attention may also be called to the fact
that substantially the entire cost of construction will be expended in
the United States to the benefit of American business and American
labor and also that this Government would have a substantial addi-
tional cost on account of travel and communications expense if the
headquarters were located elsewhere. (The Department estimates this
amount at $300,000 a year if the headquarters were located at, say,
Geneva.)

It appears that the definite economic advantages accruing to the
United States as a result of the location of the headquarters in this
country—entirely apart from any consideration of the desirability of
a generous gesture by the host state—would fully justify the United
States Government in making a special contribution towards the con-
struction of the headquarters. If this contribution is made in the form
of a waiver of interest, it has the great advantage of not prejudicing
the position of the United States with regard to its contributions to the
budget of the Organization. The loan would be repaid in annual in-
stallments out of the regular budget of the United Nations.

Status of Question in the United Nations

- While the question of financing was being considered in this Gov-
ernment, the Headquarters Advisory Committee which had been
named by the General Assembly to assist the Secretary General in pre-
paring architectural and financial plans for the construction of the
headquarters discussed the matter at several meetings. Senator Austin,
the United States Representative and Chairman of the Committee,
and Mr. Ross, who sat for him on some occasions, were careful to
avoid committing this Government in any way. The alternatives of
outright cash contributions from Members, a private loan and
a United States Government loan were fully discussed. The Commit-
tee was of the opinion that a United States Government loan would
be the best solution and requested the Secretary General to ascertain
from the Government of the United States whether it would be pre-
pared to make such a loan.

After the interdepartmental consultations referred to above, it was
decided that the United States Delegation should not take any initia-

335-253—73——7
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tive in favoring one method of financing as against another but that
the only practicable course to follow if construction were to be started
in 1948 would be a United States Government loan. With reference to
an inquiry addressed to the United States by the Secretary General,
the Department, with the approval of the President, authorized Sena-
tor Austin to notify the Secretary General that the President would
be willing to request the approval by the Congress of an interest-free
loan not exceeding $65,000,000 repayable in annual installments from
the ordinary budget of the Organization. A copy of Senator Austin’s
letter to this effect, dated October 29, is attached. Its delivery was an-
nounced to the press.?

The ad hoc Committee on Headquarters, created by the current ses-
sion of the General Assembly, has unanimously adopted a resolution
authorizing the Secretary General to negotiate an agreement for such
a loan. This action will presumably be ratified at the next plenary
meeting.?

[Attachment—Copy]

[NEw Yorx,] October 29, 1947.

My Dear Mr. Lie: I wish to reply to your request for information
concerning the extent to which the Government of the United States
might be willing to assist in financing the costs of construction of the
United Nations headquarters.

The Government of the United States would be prepared to enter
into negotiations with the Secretary-General of the United Nations
with a view to concluding a loan agreement whereby an interest-free
United States Government loan would be made available for the pur-
pose of financing all or part of the cost of constructing the United
Nations headquarters. It would be the understanding of my Govern-
ment that such a loan would be for an amount not exceeding
$65,000,000. Further, it is understood that the loan would be extended
for a period to be determined by negotiation with the Secretary-
General and would be repayable in annual installments from the ordi-
nary budget of the United Nations. ‘

Such a loan would, of course, require the approval of the United
States Congress. The President of the United States would be willing
to request the approval of such a loan by the Congress upon conclu-
sion of negotiations between the Secretary-General and my Govern-

1 Documentation and events described in this memorandum are fully covered
in L/UNA Files in a folder entitled “Financing Construction of United Nations
Headquarters.”

2The General Assembly took action on November 20 authorizing the Secretary-
General to negotiate a loan agreement with the United States; see GA (II),
Plenary, pp. 1187-1194. :
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ment. It is assumed that the General Assembly will at this session make

the necessary decisions and give the necessary authorizations required

to proceed with the construction and financing of the headquarters.
Sincerely yours, [Warrex R. AusTin}

Editorial Note

Negotiations were conducted in November and December between
Charles Fahy and officials of the United Nations Secretariat to con-
~clude an interim headquarters agreement, such an instrument being
necessary because the United Nations had not yet moved into its
permanent headquarters. Agreement was quickly reached that certain
provisions of the Headquarters Agreement should be invoked (sub-
ject to stated conditions) as “necessary and appropriate to enable the
United Nations to carry on its functions at the temporary head-
quarters” and were to have “full force and effect” with respect to the
temporary headquarters; the articles included sections 1 (except sub-
section @), 4, 7-17, and 19 of the Headquarters Agreement. It having
been agreed in November and at the initiative of the Secretary-
General that no exchange of notes was necessary in order to bring the
interim agreement into force, this instrument took effect on Decem-
ber 18, 1947, immediately upon signature by the United States Repre-
sentative at the United Nations (Austin) and the Secretary-General
of the United Nations (Lie); for text, see 61 Stat. (pt. 4) 3439, or
United Nations Treaty Series, volume X1, pages 347 ff,



THE DETERIORATING POLITICAL CLIMATE IN THE
GENERAL ASSEMBLY : THE WARMONGERING RESOLU-
TION

501.BB/9-1747 : Telegram

The Secretary of State at the United Nations to the Acting Secretary
of State

US URGENT [New Yorx,] September 19, 1947—2:26 p. m.

_“De].ga, 3. For State Special Rusk* from Sandifer.2 Official text of
resolution proposed to GA by Vyshinsky * on Sept 18 follows:

“1. The United Nations condemn the criminal propaganda for a
new war, carried on by reactionary circles in a number of countries and,
in particular, in the United States of America, Turkey, and Greece,
by the dissemination of all types of fabrications through the press,
radio, cinema, and public speeches, containing open appeals for aggres-
sion against the peace-loving democratic countries.

9. The United Nations regard the toleration of, and—even more so—
support for this type of propaganda for a new war, which. will in-
evitably become the third world war, as a violation of the obligation
assumed by the Members of the United Nations whose Charter calls
upon them ‘to develop friendly relations among nations based on re-
spect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peo-
ples, and to take other appropriate measures to strengthen universal
peace’ and not to ‘endanger international peace and security, and
justice’ (Article 1, paragraph 2; Article 2, paragraph 3).

3. The United Nations deem it essential that the Governments of
all countries be called upon to prohibit, on pain of criminal penalties,
the carrying on of war propaganda in any form, and to take measures
with a view to the prevention and suppression of war propaganda as
anti-social activity endangering the vital interests and well-being of
the peace-loving nations.

4. The United Nations affirm the necessity for the speediest imple-
mentation of the decision taken by the General Assembly on 14 Decem-
ber 1946 on the reduction of armaments, and the decision of the
General Assembly of 24 January 1946 concerning the exclusion from
national armaments of the atomic weapon and all other main types of
armaments designed for mass destruction, and considers that the im-
plementation of these decisions is in the interests of all peace-loving

1 Dean Rusk, Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs.

:Purward V. Sandifer, Principal Executive Officer of the United States
Delegation to the Second Regular Session of the General Assembly.

3 Andrey Y. Vyshinsky, Chairman of the Soviet Delegation to the Second Session
of the General Assembly.

76
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nations and would be a most powerful blow at propaganda and the
inciters of a new war.” ¢ ,
Dept’s comments would be appreciated.® [ Sandifer.]

MARSITALL

‘ For text of the Vyshinsky speech, see United Nations, Official Records of the
‘General Assembly, Second Session, Plenary Meetings (hereafter cited as GA (II),
Plenary), vol. 1, pp. 81-106.

5 One of the earliest exchanges of views between the Delegation Staff of Ad-
visers and the Department of State occurred on September 25 (probably by tele-
phone) between Elwood Thompson of the Delegation Staff and Dean Rusk of
the Department, and information about this exchange of views was recorded
on September 26 in a memorandum by Mr. Thompson to John C. Ross of the
Delegation Staff (IO Files, U.S. Delegation Records for the Second Regular
Session of the General Assembly, in folder ‘“Committee 1 Measures Against
Propaganda and Inciters of a New War”). According to this memorandum, Mr,
Thompson had conveyed to Mr. Rusk the preliminary view (of the Delegation
experts concerned) that “Probably the US should take up separately in the debate
on the Vyshinsky resolution the first three paragraphs on propaganda, and the
last paragraph on atomic energy and armaments.” Mr. Rusk had responded that
“there had been some tentative thought in the Department that the first three
paragraphs of the Vyshinsky resolution probably should be referred by the
Assembly for consideration by the Conference on Freedom of Information [this
U.N.-sponsored conference was due to convene at Geneva in March 1948].” The
Department’s preliminary thinking also envisioned a U.S.-sponsored or -supported
resolution urging greater speed in dealing with atomic energy and conventional
armaments, which would cover Point 4 of the Vyshinsky resolution.

10 Tiles : US/A/377

Memorandum by Mr. H. Bartlett Wells of the United States Dele gaté’on
Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorg,] September 19, 1947.

CoMMENTS ON VISHINSKI SPEECH

Referring to Vishinski’s speech Gilberto Amado of Brazil said to
me that yesterday was a great day for the democratic outlook on life:
when a foreign representative could rise in an international meeting
in Moscow and speak freely regarding Stalin and the other leaders of
the Soviet Government in terms similar to those used by Vishinski
yesterday, the principle of freedom of speech would have received
world-wide acceptance. The United States has shown that it under-
stands and accepts the principle; now it is up to the Soviet Union to
do likewise.

Frye, a Reuter’s correspondent, informed me that there were, among
the press at least, two schools of thought regarding Vishinski’s
speech—one which held that it was intended to take offensive, and
another which held that it was spoken from a defensive position. He
was in agreement with the latter school.

He said that he felt its principal purpose was concentrated in the
charge of war-mongering activities on the part of persons and organs
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within the United States. Vishinski evidently hoped to appeal to the
European countries which, while generally opposed to the Soviet
Union, have, nevertheless, a consuming fear of war. Frye referred
particularly to the Swedes in this connection, saying that they have
expressed great alarm over what they describe as widespread talk of
war in the United States. Frye (British) believes that on the one hand
the American public has not so intimate an acquaintance with what
modern war on one’s own soil means, and that on the other hand the
European public does not realize the purely individual and personal
character of the occasional exaggerated statements made by Americans
of some prominence.

Barrrerr WELLS

Lot 71-D 440,Box 192321

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Durward V. Sandifer, Principal
Ewxecutive Officer of the United States Delegation

[New Yorxk,] September 22, 1947.

In the course of a conversation this morning, Mr. Cordier ? told me
that he thought the General Committee was quite taken by surprise
by the action of the United States in not opposing the inclusion in the
agenda of the Soviet Resolution. This was especially noticeable be-
cause of the strong line which Mr. Gromyko had taken with respect
to the United States ivems on the Interim Committee and on Korea.?

Mr. Cordier’s impression was that the reaction created by this ac-
tion on the part of the United States Delegation was a very favorable
one.

! Folder “Committee 1, Measures against Propaganda and Inciters of a New
War”. '

* Andrew W. Cordier, Executive-Assistant to the Secretary-General of the
United Nations. )

¥ Documentation on the U.S. proposal for the establishment of axu interim
committee of the General Assembly is found on pp. 166 ff.; for documentation
regarding Korea, see vol. vi, pp. 596 ff.

N

501.BB/9-2447 : Telegram

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Smith) to the Secretary of
State

SECRET Moscow, September 24, 1947—2 p. m.

2915. From limited available sources various strata Soviet life, fol-
lowing appears preliminary reactions Vyshinsky’s GA speech. While
everything he said has been published ad nauseam in recent months,
publication as official high-level speech here has apparently caused
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considerable concern over imminent possibility of war. Various re-
ports indicate housewives queuing up for sugar, laying down extra
supplies of potatoes, and buying or bartering to obtain extra warm
clothing. This concern similar to that of year ago which finally reached
such’ proportions Stalin found it necessary dispel war fears in his
reply to correspondent Werth.

SyiTH

501.BB/9-3047 : Telegram

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Smith) to the
Secretary of State

SECRET Moscow, September 30, 1947—5 p. m.

2953. Following is our evaluation present Soviet tactics as exem-
plified by Vyshinski’s GA speech, smear campaign against American
officials and all-out propaganda efforts discredit our motives and falsify
our intentions.

Overwhelming voting strength of US and like-minded countries in
GA re veto, Greece, etc. places before Kremlin fundamental decision
whether remain member UN. We are sure Kremlin would prefer to
remain member for prestige and propaganda reasons, and because of
advantages continuing obstructionism. Furthermore, Soviet with-
drawal would convince even most confirmed wishful thinkers Kremlin
desires only one thing, two worlds now in hope obtaining one Soviet
world later. Also believe Kremlin does not feel it has battened down
enough countries yet to break with UN. On other hand, if it is to re-
main in UN, it feels necessity of getting out of essentially negative
and defensive position into which it has been forced. Faced with this
dilemma, present tactics seem to have following objectives: :

1. Give impression that if matters do not work out more favorably
for Kremlin there is imminent possibility of war, in hope that smaller
countries will become so fearful of being caught in a war between
democratic and communistic forces that they will abstain from vote
for American UN proposals. In this way Kremlin hopes that decisively
favorable votes on important resolutions opposed by Soviet Union can
be brought to minimum, and clear-cut action frustrated.

2. Sabotage economic recovery by making smaller govts hesitant to
accept American “imperialistic aid” and by keeping European busi-
nessmen and people generally so apprehensive of future they will re-
frain from making investments or long-range construction and recov-
ery plans.

3. Make Congress wary of voting credits which would be regarded
as hopeless in view of fear of war and general unrest in Europe. Note
in this connection reported statements Congressman Taber in Athens.

4. Increase the apprehensions of its own people and thus bolster its
internal control and discipline.
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This campaign will go on in crescendo until it either obtains its ob-
jectives or fails. In latter case Soviet Union and satellites may with-
draw from UN or allow détente to develop pending development new
tactics. :

We add our convictions USSR is not prepared for and does not
want active war in presently foreseeable future. However, Kremlin
knows we do not want war and will in no case be aggressor; conse-
quently it feels it can with impunity deliberately create “war scare”
to serve its political ends.

SymrITH

Lot 71-D 440, Box 192321

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation, by the Acting Chief of the
Division of International Organization Affairs (Kotschnig)?

[WasHINGTON,] September 30, 1947.

Mr. Free® will bring with him tomorrow the draft of a speech *
which gives quite clearly the position we believe might be taken in
response to the Vyshinsky speech. We did not attempt to clear this
speech throughout the Department as we realize that the Delegation
in New York and particularly Mr. Bohlen will have a lot to say about
the approach that should be taken.’

There is one point, however, on which we all agree down here and
that is that it would be a mistake to meet Mr. Vyshinsky’s resolution
by a counter resolution. For this reason, no attempt is being made in
the Department to revise in any way the resolution drafted by Chester
Williams.®

! Folder “Committee 1, Measures against Propaganda and Inciters of a New
‘War.”

? Mr. Kotschnig’s conversation was with the Principal Executive Officer of the
U.8. Delegation Staff of Advisers (Sandifer) in New York.

®Lloyd A. Free, Special Assistant to the Director of the Office of International
Information and Cultural Affairs.

* Not printed ; IO Files, Doc. US/A/C.1/221, October 1. Mr. Free took this paper
to New York and presented it—as a preliminary position on the issue—to the
“Working Team” of the Delegation Staff handling the question of the Vyshinsky
resolution.

®During the first two weeks or so of October, several drafts of a proposed
statement were prepared; and by the third or fourth draft the text bore little
resemblance to that incorporated in the Department’s preliminary draft. Charles
E. Bohlen was Counselor of the Department and at this time was attached to
the Advisory Staff of the Delegation.

® Chester 8. Williams, Public Liaison Officer of the Office of Public Information,
United States Mission to the United Nations. This text was transmitted originally
from the Mission to the Department in telegram Delga 9, September 27, 4 p. m.,
not printed. It was a short statement that apparently had no distribution, either
in New York or in Washington, except to Dean Rusk, Director of the Office of
Special Political Affairs.
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10 Tiles: US/A/559

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. John Foster Dulles of the
United States Delegation

SECRET [NEw Yorx,] October 2, 1947.
Subject: Dr. Aranhas’s Views on United States-United Nations
Relations

Participants: Dr. Aranha, Brazilian Delegation *
Dr. Muniz, Brazilian Delegation
Mr. John Foster Dulles, United States Delegation
Mr. David Wainhouse, United States Delegation 2

Several days ago Mr. Aranha expressed a desire to talk to me about
the Interim Committee. He stated then that if the Brazilians could
lead off on the subject it would very likely constitute a cue for the
other Latin American States to follow the Brazilian lead. T invited
Dr. Aranha for lunch today and asked him to bring along one other
member of his delegation to discuss the matter of the Interim Com-
mittee. He came with Ambassador Muniz. Mr. Wainhouse also was
present at the luncheon.

Dr. Aranha, observing an advanced copy of Mr. James Byrnes’
book on the library table, asked me if it was not my belief that Mr.
Byrnes’ ® policy is not the cause of the present United States-U.S.S.R.
tension, I replied that I was not at Yalta and Potsdam and did not
know what had transpired there. It was clear that Mr. Aranha had
the subject of United States-U.S.S.R. tension very much on his mind.

Dr. Aranha started the conversation by saying, as we sat down at
the Juncheon table, that he wanted to speak frankly and informally.
He asserted that the League of Nations died because both France and
Great Britain used it as an instrument of their own national policies.
The United States, he went on to say, is using the United Nations in
the very same way. He predicts that unless the United States ceases to
‘use the United Nations as an instrument of its foreign policy, the
United Nations would die as the League had died. »

Dr. Aranha was deeply disturbed by our attitude towards the
candidacy of the Ukraine for the Security Council.* He believes that
the Russians are correct in insisting that the understanding reached
at London to the effect that there would be two Fastern European
Members on the Security Council is being violated by the United

*Dr. Aranha was also President of the Second Session of the General Assembly.

2 Advisory Staff.

?James F. Byrnes was Secretary of State, July 1945-January 1947. The refer-
ence is presumably to Mr. Byrnes’ account of his tenure in that office, found in
his memoir, Speaking Frankly (New York, 1947).

*For documentation relating to U.S. policy concerning elections to United
Nations offices and organs, see pp. 100 ff.
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States. He saw our support of India for that post as a breach of that
understanding. He went on to say that from the United States stand-
point it is really better to have on the Security Council a Member
like Ukraine than it is to have a Member like India, for with the
Ukraine voting with Russia, it was really only an expression of one
Member. Everybody would understand that. From the standpoint of
the welfare of the United Nations as a whole, however, it was more
important to adhere to the understanding reached at London, than to
disaffect Russia from the United Nations.

Dr. Aranha stated that he was very much puzzled by United States
policy towards the United Nations, and United States policy towards
the U.S.S.R. He wanted to know whether our intention is to drive
Russia out of the United Nations. He wanted to know further whether
our aim is to go to war against Russia. If that is the case, the Latins
were with us, but all they wanted to know is if that was the case.

Dr. Aranha was critical of the fact that we were using the United
Nations to air our conflicts with the U.S.S.R. He referred to the
United Nations as a hospital where sick problems are brought of an
international nature and character not where divergencies of views
between two countries are brought. At this point I stated that the
world was a pretty sick place and maybe the United Nations was the
hospital for it. Dr. Aranha repeatedly asserted that the Latin Ameri-
can States are not only willing to support the United States but are
ready to do so. The great trouble is that the United States has failed
to inform the Latin American States as to what our policy is. He
cited by way of illustration the United States Resolution on Greece.®
All of the Latin America was prepared to vote for that resolution..
Several days later the Latin American States learned that the United
States had changed its mind, and that it would support the French
amendment to its own resolution. That kind of a change was never
conveyed to him. (Whenever Dr. Aranha referred to “we” or “us” it
was not clear in my mind whether he meant himself as President of the
Assembly, as Brazilian Delegate to the United Nations, or as the Latin
American States as an entity. He used that word “we” or “us” inter-
changeably.) Dr. Aranha kept repeating the importance of keeping
the Latin American Representatives informed of American policy in
the United Nations. He stated that there was no doubt in his mind
or in the minds of any of the Latin Americans that the United States
is the moral and spiritual and economic leader of Western civilization
that the Latin Americans are prepared and are only too eager to
follow the American lead, but because of our failure to keep them
informed a number of embarrassments had arisen for the Latin
Americans since the Assembly opened.

® For documentation regarding the Greek border question, see vol. v, pD. 816 ff.
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I explained to Dr. Aranha that while I was not a member of the
administration and speaking entirely unofficiaily, that he was wrong
about the thought that we had any intention or desire, first, to go to
war against Russia or to use the United Nations as an instrument of
American foreign policy against the Soviet Union. Moreover, I said
that Dr. Aranha’s thought that we were trying to drive the Russians
out of the United Nations was equally wrong and far from our desire
or intention. The problem as I expressed it to Dr. Aranha is simply the
matter of how far the Soviet Union can spread its system of despotism
and the police state throughout Europe and perhaps the rest of the
world. To us as the leader of freedom and liberty that issue was very
important. It is our understanding that the smallest states of Europe
desire to live their own lives and to live under a system of government
of their own choosing. The issue presented in Greece is just that. The
United States has no desire to force its moral, spiritual and economic
assistance upon smaller nations who themselves have no desire to main-
tain a system of freedom. The protection of Greece as an independent
State which is now being threatened by its Northern Neighbors under
the control of Russia represents to us one of the fundamental princi-
ples which we under the Charter are obliged to protect, as is every other
Member. Unless the small States are free of this domination there is
little chance that they will survive in the coming years without a close
adherence by all nations, particularly by us, to the principles and the
obligations of the Charter. I stated that we had no desire to force free-
dom upon countries who do not themselves desire it, and that we are
perfectly able to take care of ourselves, if the rest of the world prefers
to get along without us. We are not like the Russians who are endeavor-
ing to impose a police state upon others. We are only acting through
the Charter in the thought that the Members 6f the United Nations
are desirous of living a life of their own. The notion that we are using
the United Nations as an instrument of our national policy is totally
wrong and misleading.

I stated that there must be some confusion and misunderstanding
on the part of the Latin American States. I reminded Dr. Aranha that
it was he who told us that he was not a candidate for the presidency of
the General Assembly. At this point Dr. Aranha asserted that it was
his own Government that created the confusion on this subject. I went
on to say that with the assurance that he, Dr. Aranha, gave us that
he was not a candidate we committed ourselves to Dr. Evatt, only to
discover that the Latin American States were solidly supporting Dr.
Aranha for the presidency. This was a matter of great embarrassment
to us for it appeared to all of the others that we had abandoned our
Latin American friends which, as Dr. Aranha knows very well, is
not the case.
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[Here follows a reference to the election of a Trusteeship Council
slate.] ‘

I pointed out to Dr. Aranha that there is no doubt in the minds of
any of the American Delegation that the solidarity of the Western
Hemisphere was an important and essential factor in the peace of the
world. The voting power of the Latin Americans, if not combined with
the strength of the United States, was artificial and could have as bad
results in the Assembly as the veto in the Security Council but together
we had a right to some forty percent of the voting strength in the
United Nations. We must, however, use that voting strength with
ereat restraint. To this Dr. Aranha agreed.

Dr. Aranha stated that he was going to have luncheon with General
Marshall on Saturday and that he would speak as frankly to him as he
had to us on the subject.

Not one word was said about the Interim Committee, which was the
purpose of the luncheon.

IO Files: US/A/C.1/368

Memorandum of Comversation, by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of the
United States Delegution Staff of Adwvisers

CONFIDENTIAL : [New Yorg,] October 16, 1947.
Subject: War Mongering

' In the course of a conversation this afternoon with Justice ‘Wold,?
he referred several times to the war of nerves and quite frankly
admitted that it was very frightening to him and to Scandinavians
generally. The article in the New York T'imes this morning with re-
spect to the German army in the hands of the Soviets had made a great
and apprehensive impression on him.

On the question of the war mongering resolution presented to the
Assembly by the Soviet Union, Justice Wold expressed the opinion
that it had been placed on the agenda simply and purely for propa-
ganda reasons, and that was all the Soviets desired or hoped to get out
of it. He said that it was done for the propaganda effect in Western
Europe, and that it was having the effect which the authors intended.

HaypeN Raywor

1 Justice Wold, Norwegian Delegation.
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IO Files:US/A/C.1/448

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Elwood N. Thompson of the
United States Delegation Staff of . Admsers

CONFIDENTIAL [New YORK,] October 17, 1947

Participants: Mr. Joseph Bech, Luxembourg Delegation * v
Mr. P. H. Gore-Booth, United Kingdom Deleoamon
Mr. Elwood Thompson, United States Delecratlon

In the course of general comments on the work of Committee 1,
discussion turned to the question of tactics being used by Eastern
Europeans in the Committee.? Mr. Bech said he did not see how he
could do more to control the committee than he was doing, since he
regarded himself not as the speaker of the house in a legislature but
simply as the presiding officer in a group of states. When he spoke to
any delegate he said he did not regard himself as speaking to an indi-
vidual but, rather, to a sovereign government.

Erwoop THompsoN

! Chairman of the First Committee of the General Assembly. ’

2 From September 25 to October 13, the First Committee had before it the item
regarding threats to the political independence and territorial integrity of Greece:
from October 14 the Committee’s attention had been: devoted to the U.S. proposal
for the establishment of an interim committee. For the official Committee record,
see United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly, Second Sesswn
First Committee (hereafter cited as GA (IL), First Committec).

Lot 71-D 440, Box 192321

Memorandum by Mr. John C. Ross of the United States Delegation
Staff of Adwisers to the United States Representative at the United
Nations (Austin)

[New YORK,] October 18, 1947.

Herewith is original of the latest draft of your statement 2 on the
Vishinsky resolution, together with the manuscript material.

[Here follows a discussion of Senator Austin’s schedule, with a view
to setting aside time for working on the formulation of a statement
with regard to the Vishinsky resolution.]

As indicated in the attached notes dictated this morning there are
rumors of amendment of the Vishinsky resolution. This is to be ex-
pected in the general atmosphere of wanting to compromise. I have a
very strong hunch at the moment that we do not want to get involved
in discussions and argumentation at the moment on the pros and cons.
I think our objective should be a simple and clear-cut defeat of the

1 Folder “Committee 1, Measures against Propafranda and Inciters of a New
War”.
? Not printed.
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resolution with as little debate as possible. If you agree with this
conclusion I think it is very important that we indicate this line to
our political liaison officers as early as possible on Monday morning,?
so that they can in turn spread the word. With this in view I would
appreciate it if you could give either Sandy ¢ or me clearance on this
point the first thing Monday morning.

) Joux Ross

- 3 October 20.
* *Durward V. ‘Sandifer.

Lot 71-D 440, Box 192321

Memorandum by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of tlw Umted States Dele-
gation Staff of Adwvisers to the United States Representative at the
- United Nations (Austin)

CONFIDENTIAL [NEw Yorx,] October 19, 1947.
Subject: Warmongering

You will have noted several memos I have written in the last 24
hours 2 indicating that there is a strong feeling developing in the As-
sembly, even extending to countries such as Canada and Australia, to
the effect that the Soviets must not be voted down on everything in
this Assembly. They must be allowed something in an effort to relieve
the great tension which has developed. ‘

The Canadians and Australians feel that warmongering, provided
the Soviet resolution is turned about, is a subject on which this could
'be accomplished.? We have attempted to talk them out of this position,
along the lines of the memos to which I have referred, but I am quite
satisfied they are unconvinced.*

The point of this memo is to suggest that at Flushing tomorrow you
find an opportunity to discuss this matter with Mike Pearson of
Canada,’ and also with Dr. Evatt of Australia.® I cannot overempha-

! Folder “Committee 1, Measures against Propoganda and Inciters of a New
War”,

*These memoranda are not printed; they are deposited in the IO Files,
US/A/C.1 series.

. *Both Canada and Australia were considering offering amendments to the
Soviet resolution.

* Mr. Raynor had passed along the information that the United States experts
felt that the Soviet resolution should be defeated outright rather than amended
or turned about, because otherwise ‘“the result would be that the Moscow radio
could blare forth 24 hours a day, 365 days a year on this theme : the Soviet Union
attacked the United States for warmongering; the General Assembly passed a
resolution condemning warmongering, et cetera.” (IO Files, Doc. US/A/C.1/390,
Qctober 19, 1947)

° Lester B. Pearson, Canadian Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.

¢ Herbert V. Evatt, Australian Minister for External Affairs and Deputy Prime
Minister, and Chairman of the Australian Delegation to the General Assembly.
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size the importance of these discussions in the event that we attempt to
follow up the line which I understand has been decided upon.” If coun-
tries such as Canada and Australia are not with us, we will be in a weak
position indeed.

" See Minutes of 24th Meeting of the U.S. Delegation, October 21, infra.

10 Files: US/A/M(Chr)/68 .

Minutes of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the United States Dele-
gation, New York, October 21, 1947, 9:15 a. m.

SECRET
[Here follows list of persons (31) present. ]

Measures To Be Taken Against Propaganda and the Inciters of a
New War

Ambassador Austin read the document “Soviet Resolution on Meas-
ures to be Taken Against Propaganda and the Inciters of a New War”,
(US/A/C.1/395, October 20) as a draft of a statement which he might
make in Committee I.

Mr. Dulles commented that he thought the statement on the whole
was a very good one.

Ambassador Austin stated that several Members had a different view
on how the Soviet resolution might be handled. The Canadians had
an amendment offering recommendations for the conditions that were
asserted to exist. He read the draft resolution which might be proposed
as a substitute by the Canadian Delegation (US/A/C.1/394) which
read as follows:

The United Nations condemn all propaganda containing incite-
ment to war or civil strife and urge member governments to take every
possible step to promote, by all means of publicity and propaganda

available to them, friendly relations among nations on the basis of the
Purpose and Principles of the Charter.

Ambassador Austin said he had told Mr. Pearson that the Soviet
resolution attacked a fundamental principle on which the United
States could not compromise. Also he had said that the Soviet resolu-
tion must be seen as a whole. It was an attack on the United States,
therefore the United States could not yield anywhere along the line.
Accordingly, Mr. Pearson had said he would put in a substitute resolu-
tion instead of an amendment.

1 Not printed. The Committee was scheduled to begin consideration of this
item on October 22. For summary of the Austin statement as made to the
committee on October 23, see GA (II), First Committee, pp. 192-195.
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There also was a possible Australian amendment, the official text of
which had been made available to the Delegation (US/A/C.1/397),
which he read.?

Ambassador Austin said that When the above resolution had been
shown to him by the Australian Delegation, he had said to them that,
as warm friends of the United States, they should help us knock out
this type of resolution. He had continued that he would be very sad if
it were introduced and that he thought they should take a stand beside
their friends. He thought that the French were favorable toward the
Australian resolution.

Mr. Achilles said that the French had not made a decision on this
matter yet. He added that they doubted that the United States was
following the right line if it confined itself to opposing the Soviet
resolution without considering alternatives. Mr. Raynor added that the
United Kingdom felt the same way. Mr. Dulles said the L'Ltm
American countries also felt the same way.

Mr. Osborn said the Canadian resolution would condemn Wlnston
Churchill and the Yugoslav Peasant Party at the present juncture.
He doubted that the United States wanted to do that. Ambassador
Austin said he did not like the Canadian resolution. _

Mr. Bohlen said that the Canadian resolution had no merit or sub-
stance save that it would blacken the United States. He pointed out
that a voice of warning raised against a danger would be taken as

warmongering. He pomted out that this was virtually the same as
Hitler’s tactics and had become a classic way of stifling those who
spoke out against dangers that were evident. He stated he Would rather
compromise on other issues, if compromise with the Soviets had to be
made. He thought that the Soviet warmongering resolution should
be defeated on its merits as bad principle and bad policy. He thought
there had not been enough explanation of the United States position
made to other delegations. He noted that Hector McNeil (United
Kingdom) had not shown signs of moving far on the previous day
in conversations which he had had with him. Mr. McNeil did not seem
to be troubled by the implications of the resolution.

[Here follows further discussion of the subject.]

Mr. Sandifer expressed the opinion that an artificial attitude was
developing with respect to a need for a Soviet victory. Such a victory
should be won only on sound principles. He pointed out that the Soviets
had actually won two victories, as for instance the previous day in the
Assembly, and in the recent votes in Committee IV. He thought it was
artificial to think that the situation could be solved by any resolution
on this subject. He said there was nothing that the other Members of

* This text is found in GA (II), First Committee, p. 575, annex 13b.
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the United Nations would take which would conciliate the Soviets. It
seemed that some of the delegations felt that they could not explain at
home their opposition to a resolution which oposed propaganda for
war, however. He said he sympathized with the defeat of the Soviet
resolution and thought that the Canadians should be told they were off
on the wrong track in trying to make a concession in this matter. Am-
bassador Austin inquired what the Delegation vote would be if the
Canadian resolution were offered, or if the Australian resolution were
offered.-He concluded that the Delegation was in agreement that the
primary effort should be to achieve an outright rejection of the Soviet
resolution. The question of whether or not to support a substitute
resolution would be considered further in the light of subsequent
developments.
[Here follows discussion of another subject. ]

IO Files: US/A/C.1/406

‘M emorandum by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of the United States
Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL [NEw Yorg,] October 21, 1947.

Subject: Warmongering Discussions and Developments During the
Day

Early this morning Dr. Evatt had the Australian amendment put
into the Secretariat despite pleas made to him on the way to Flushing
by Colonel Hodgson* who urged him not to take this step without
discussing the matter further with Senator Austin. Early in the day,
I do not know whether this was before or after the resolution was
put in, I saw Mr. Harry * and told him how unhappy we were about
this whole matter.

After the amendment had been put in, Mr. Achilles spoke with
Dr. Evatt and urged that it be changed from an amendment, which
would have to be voted on first, to a separate proposal in order that
the Russian proposal could be defeated out of hand before this was
taken up. Dr. Evatt refused to entertain this suggestion, stating that
the whole point was to have his amendment considered and accepted
favorably before the Russian so that it would not be necessary to take
up the Russian proposal at all.

I spoke very earnestly to Mr. Ignatieff 2 about our views in general
on this question, and specifically as to the points made about the
Canadian proposal in our delegation this morning. Dr. Evatt has man-

! Australian Delegation.
2 Canadian Delegation.

335-253—73——8
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aged to obtain the second place on the speaker’s list which Canada
thought it had, and the Canadians now will probably wait for a while
before doing anything. I believe they will also wish to discuss the
matter further with us before doing anything. o

: : HaypEN RayNor

IO Files:US/A/C.1/418

Memorandum by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of tlie United States
Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL , [New Yorxk,] October 22, 1947.

Subject: Warmongering
Canada

Several conversations during the day between Mr. Pearson and Mr.
Ignatieff of the Canadian Delegation and Mr. Raynor and Mr. Achilles
of the United States Delegation disclosed the following information:
The Canadians have decided to put in their resolution somewhat re-
vised so that it now reads as follows:

“The United Nations condemn all propaganda inciting to aggressive
war or civil strife which might lead to war, and urge members to pro-
mote, by all means of publicity and propaganda available to them,
friendly relations among nations on the bases of the purposes and
principles of the Charter.”

The Canadians now intend to speak first at tomorrow afternoon’s
meeting. The speech will be delivered by Mr. Ilsley if he arrives on
time, otherwise by Mr. Pearson.

The Canadian speech which was shown to us is a strong attack on the
Soviet position. It charges that the Soviet objective is propaganda
rather than doing anything about warmongering, it attacks particu-
larly government controlled propaganda, and includes a denunciation
of propaganda designed to incite class warfare in its “civil warmonger-
ing” section.

New Zealand

I spoke to Mr. Wilson of the New Zealand Delegation and outlined
to him our thinking on this problem. He feels strongly that a counter
resolution of some type such as the Australian proposal should be
supported.

The Commonwealth in General

Mr. Ben Cockram of the United Kingdom Delegation who follows
the dominions for his delegation and also for the British Embassy in
Washington told me that he had made a very careful canvass of do-
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minion sentiment. He says all of the dominions favor some type of
counter-resolution such as the Australian resolution. He says this is a
sentiment that is shared right through the dominion delegations. from
top to bottom. He also confirmed that the United Kingdom Delegation,
although it had first felt otherwise, now also shared this view.

He said that the statement by former Governor Earl*® relative to
dropping atomic bombs had apparently made quite an impression on
the dominion delegations, and he thought in part was the cause of the
present position. He told me that both Evatt and the Canadians would
make strong speeches; a very strong one would be made by Evatt if
Vyshinsky’s was especially strong.

He indicated that while it had not been quite decided whether Mc-
Neil or Shawecross would speak for the United Kingdom, it was prob-
able that Shawcross would, in which event it was obvious that the ad-
dress would be extremely critical of the Russians in connection with
this matter.

HaypEn RayNor

* Presumably a reference to George H. Earle, former Governor of Pennsylvania.

IO Files: US/A/M(Chr)/70

Minutes of the Twenty-Sizth Meeting of the United States Delegation,
New York, October 24, 1967, 9: 16 a. m.

SECRET

[Here follow discussion of the Greek situation and some discussion
of the war-mongering resolution.]

Mr. Sandifer pointed out that all* were agreed that the Russian
resolution should be rejected outright, but that the question now under
discussion was what the reaction would be when an alternative resolu-
tion was presented. Ambassador Austin recalled that the Delegation
had authorized him to fight the Russian resolution, and that after it
had been defeated there would be time to consider what should be
done. Mr. Bohlen repeated that there was no disagreement in regard

"to fighting the Vyshinsky resolution and that the question was to
anticipate our future action. Ambassador Austin replied that there
was a difference of opinion on future procedure. The fact that a tenta-
tive United States draft resolution ? was now presented to the Delega-
tion suggested that we might take the leadership in proposing an
alternative. He felt strongly that someone else should do it.

*i.e., in the U.S. Delegation.

2Not printed; IO Files, Doc. US/A/C.1/426, October 23. The operative part
of the draft resolution read:

“THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY CoNDEMNS all forms of propaganda, particularly that
controlled by governments or their political instruments, carried on by fabrication

Footnote continued on following page.
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Mr. Fahy remarked that the matter should be referred to the Con-
ference on Freedom of Information, and that any other solution would
appear to be a Soviet victory even if it was contained in a separate
proposal. Mrs. Roosevelt pointed out that she would be speaking,
probably the same day, against the Yugoslav resolution on slanderous
information in the Third Committee. This was a resolution with the
same underlying purpose, but much less direct in its approach. Any
implication that we would compromise on the Vyshinsky resolution
would undercut the effect of her speech, which stressed the element
of principle and of non-interference with freedom of expression. She
asked that there be no compromise until after her speech had been
made. ,

Ambassador Austin proposed that the Delegation fight to victory on
the Russian resolution without, compromise and that it not disclose
its future position until after defeat of the Russian position. Mr.
Bohlen stressed the importance of frank conversation with other dele-
gations to.impress on them the reason why we view the situation with
so much gravity. Otherwise, he stated, many Europeans would be
inclined to compromise with the Russians.

As the meeting ended, Mr. Dulles stated that it was hard to see
what kind of resolution we could accept unless it was one which merely
referred the matter to the Conference on Freedom of Information.
He felt he could find holes in any of the drafts® presented for the
Delegation’s consideration.

The meeting adjourned at 10: 05 a. m.

Footnote continued from previous page.

or distortion or suppression of the truth and designed to foster unrest, fear or
hatred, and CALLS upon all members of the United Nations

1. To intensify their efforts to remove the root causes of war through
cooperative action to solve their economic and political difficulties, and

2. To encourage the free, truthful and accurate reporting of all developments

affecting international relations.”
This presumably was one result of a memorandum addressed on October 22 by
Harley Notter of the Advisory Staff to Ambassador Austin and Messrs. Sandifer
and Ross, in which Mr. Notter reported: “As of this morning it appears that the
prevailing mood of the members of the General Assembly is even firmer than
yesterday in favor of adopting some kind of resolution, especially one which
would turn the tables on the Soviets. Our own position that the Soviet resolution
must be defeated is therefore not so much in question, on its merits, as it is
regarded as inadequate. A review of our position is advisable.” (Memorandum
is in TO Files in folder “Committee 1 Measures Against Propaganda and Inciters
of a War.”)

3 Also available for the information of the Delegation were less formal drafts
prepared by Mr. Notter and Mr. Achilles of the Advisory Staff and a revision of
the text contained in Doec. US/A/C.1/426 by Adlai E. Stevenson, Delegation
member. (Drafts are found in source cited in immediately preceding footnote.)
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10 Files: US/A/C.1/441

Memorandum of Conversations, by Mr. LaVerne B aldwin of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorg,] October 24, 1947.
Subject: Warmongering

Participants: Mr. Finn Moe, Norwegian Delegation
Mr. Sverker Astrom, Swedish Delegation
LaVerne Baldwin, United States Delegation

NorwEGIaN Views: I informed Mr. Moe of our adamant position
both against any amendment and the resolution itself, stating that
we considered there was no innocuous resolution of this character and
that should any resolution be passed, it would accuse us in the eyes of
the world of being war mongers. He inquired whether we would then
vote against the Australian amendment, which I answered in the
affirmative.

He continued, pointing out that our position at this late moment was
obviously going to embarrass several delegations who had either com-
mitted themselves to support one amendment or another, or who had
openly made known their position in that respect; he would question
the fact that we had delayed so long in announcing our position and
wondered whether it would not be more satisfactory for the amend-
ments to be withdrawn by their originators rather than to invite dele-
gations to vote against them; he did not feel that many such negative
votes would be cast. I pointed out that of course it would be pos-
sible to abstain on an amendment or even to vote for it but to vote
against the final resolution. I promised to keep him informed of any
developments in this regard during the course of the day. He expressed
his interest and desire in this respect.

Our delegation in Committee I was promptly informed.

Sweprsa Views: I also informed Mr. Astrom of our position as
above. He said hesitantly that he felt we had chosen the wrong mo-
ment to announce such a strong position and should certainly have
done so long, long before if that were to be our position. He pointed
out the same resultant position as had Mr. Moe, inquired whether we
had attempted to have the amendments withdrawn, to which I replied
that Evatt was out of town. He also asked how the U.K. delegation
felt on the matter, on. which I was not informed. He also requested to
be kept advised of developments.

He took the personal liberty of pointing out to me that we might
be subject to severe criticism in the U.N. for taking this position ad-
mitting of no tolerance, which might perhaps be less acceptable to
other delegations than the temporizing one of accepting some type of
amendment ; further the Russians could of course use our position just
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as much if not more so for propaganda purposes than if we were to
accept amendments. He pointed out that the Australian proposal was
completely unacceptable to the Soviets and changed the Soviet resolu-
tion to such an extent that the Soviet name could hardly be attached
to it. I mentioned that I understood there were numerous delegations
who felt that we should not throw out every Russian proposal but
should rather twist them to be acceptable to us where possible to avoid
a complete blackout of the Soviet proposals; we had nevertheless ar-
rived at our decision in this question after long discussion and firm
decision and considered it necessary for the reasons I had cited.

Mr. Astrom took the further liberty of stating that we were per-
haps open to the charge of inconsistency in that war mongering was
one of the charges against Goebbels and his group and was specified
in the Nuremberg Act and had been one of the principal features of
the Nuremberg Trials; in the U.N. we were an active sponsor in Com-
mittee 6 of a proposal for a convention which would cover war
mongering. I pointed out that the latter was obviously a more detailed
legal matter, to which he agreed saying that of course it would neces-
sarily include considerable study and definition in detail, but he would
like to call our attention to the fact that our different positions both
in the U.N. might very well become the subject of criticism. I replied
I'would delve into the issue and let him know.

We agreed to keep in touch during the day.

501.BB/10-2547 : Telegram
The Chargé in Norway (Huston) to the Secretary of State

SECRET Osro, October 25, 1947—3 p. m.

481. Foreign Minister Lange, who is returning to New York by air
October 30 as head [of] Norwegian delegation at UNGA, expressed
to me yesterday deep pessimism regarding growing antagonism be-
tween great powers, notably US and Russia. Saying virtual stale-
mate had already been reached, he expressed conviction international
life was approaching stage of “complete paralysis” which might have
most, serious consequences if principal powers should fail [to] find
common ground of agreement on some of more vital issues. Principal
points made by Lange in lengthy discussion were :

1. Norwegian policy in UN is directed toward maintenance of orig-
inal conception of principles on which organization founded, id est, big
power agreement. This explains Norwegian voting. It is popularly be-
lieved Norway’s attitude is determined by “fear of Russians” but this
is not true; it is based on hope of promoting agreement of great powers
and desire to avoid closing door on big power accord.
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9. Lange is aware Norwegian voting, particularly on Greek ques-
tion, is not “appreciated” by US delegation and others including some
Norwegians. Discussing point made in Norwegian delegate’s speech at
time of vote on US resolution to effect [that] Greece was point of clash
between big power interests, Lange recognized that US desire to enable
Greeks to be masters in own country corresponded to interests of Nor-
way and other western countries but said he could not help feeling
there was “something else” that was direct clash of US-Soviet interests
and that “each wanted to get there first”. He admitted interference
across frontier of Greece’s northern neighbors but believed this outside
influence only aggravated already bad situation and that even if
frontier were sealed there would still be civil war in Greece. There were
considerations he had in mind “when I wrote Langhelles speech”.

3. Lange, whom Embassy considers entirely western minded and
friendly to US, criticized American attitude on following points:

(¢) US delegation gave impression it had come to GA “with
mind already made up”, with patience already exhausted and with
premature admission of defeat in endeavors [to] reach common
viewpoint with Soviets. Lange admitted “Russians are very dif-
ficult fellows to get along with—it may even be impossible to get
along with them” and described them as troublesome, trying, un-
cooperative, adding everyone’s patience was wearing thin but he
felt US patience had given out before abandonment of all hope of
avoiding fatal {inal division was justified.

(3) He could not escape feeling “Americans were trying to
drive Russians out of UN”. His observations and conversations
with Gromyko had on other hand led him to conviction Russians
would not “quit UN” as UN was too valuable to Soviets as propa-
ganda instrument.

(¢) US intransigence with respect acceptance Ukraine for seat
in Security Council as representative Slav bloc was unfortunate
not only because it stiffened Soviet antagonism but represented
bad tactics psychologically from American point of view.

HustoxN

501.BB/10-2647 : Telegram ‘
The Secretary of State to the Acting Secretary of State

RESTRICTED New Yorg, October 26, 1947—10:43 p. m.
PRIORITY

1095. For Bohlen from Ross. Following is text of draft compromise
resolution worked out today by the Australian, Canadian and French
delegations and telephoned to me this evening.* This will be discussed
in delegation meeting Monday morning.* The three delegations con-
cerned plan to introduce this resolution at the outset of the 11:00
meeting.

1 For official text, see GA (II), First Committce, p. 577, annex 13f.
2 Qctober 27.
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“WHEREAS

In the Charter of the UN, the peoples expressed their determination
to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war which twice in
our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to mankind, and to practice
tolerance and live together in peace with one another as good
neighbors;

WHEREAS

The Charter also calls for the promotion of universal respect for,
and observance of, fundamental freedoms including freedom of ex-
pression, all members having pledged themselves in %rticle 56 to take
Joint and separate action for such observance of fundamental freedoms

The GA

1. conprmxs all forms of propaganda, in whatsoever countries con-
ducted, which is either designed or likely to provoke or encourage any
threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression.

2. rEQUEsSTS the Government of each member to take appropriate
steps:

() To promote by all means of publicity and propaganda,
available to them friendly relations among nations based on the
pur(x))oses and principles of the Charter;

(6) Toencourage the dissemination of all information designed

to give expression to the undoubted desire of all peoples for peace;

3. DIRECTS that this resolution be communicated to the forthcoming
Conference on Freedom of Information with a recommendation that
the conference consider methods for carrying out the purposes of this
resolution.”

[Ross]
MARrsHALL

Lot 71-D 440, Box 19232 1

Memorandum of Telephone Conmversation, by Mr. Durward V.
Sandifer, Principal Ewxecutive Officer of the United States
Delegation

SECRET [NEw York,] October 27, 1947.

Mr. Rusk called me this morning during the course of the Delega-
tion meeting to give me Mr. Lovett’s 2 views, arrived at in consultation
with Mr. Rusk and Mr. Bohlen, concerning the joint resolution sub-
mitted by Australia, Canada, and France as a substitute for the Rus-
sian war-mongering resolution (A/C.1/224, US/A/ C.1/446) .2 The
text of this resolution had been telegraphed to the Department last
night.

*Folder “Committee 1, Measures against Propaganda and Inciters of a New
War”.

? Robert A. Lovett, Under Secretary of State.

* See telegram 1095 from New York, October 26, supra.
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Mr. Rusk said that Mr. Lovett would like to see three changes in
this draft:*

1. In paragraph 1 it would be desirable to eliminate the passage
“held likely to provoke or encourage any threat to the peace, breach
of the peace”. The words “likely to provoke” are undesirable as being
too broad, and the whole passage is undesirable as suggesting the pos-
sibility of a legitimate reaction by members to verbal threats. It might
also have an adverse effect on the right of collective self-defense.

2. There should be added at the end of the introductory clause of
paragraph 2 a provision that action should be in accordance with
constitutional practices and policies. This point was regarded as very
important by the Department.

3. In paragraph 8 the words “with a recommendation that” should
be deleted and the words “for consideration of” substituted.

If agreement could not be reached on the inclusion of these changes,
a statement of the United States position should be made for the record
particularly on points 1 and 2.

With these changes, the Delegation was authorized, if developments
in the Committee made it necessary, to vote for the resolution, even if
it were impossible to obtain agreement on the changes suggested.

I communicated this information to the Delegation which was still
in session. There was a difference of opinion among the Delegates as
to the position which should be taken by the Delegation on the reso-
lution. At the conclusion of the consideration of the question the
Chairman, Senator Austin, announced that he would proceed in ac-
cordance with the instruction from the Department transmitted by
Mzr. Rusk by telephone, taking account also of certain other sugges-
tions made in the course of the Delegation discussion. It was agreed
that this should not be treated as a Delegation decision, Mr. Dulles
particularly requesting that the record show that he did not concur in
the decision to support the resolution.®

I called Mr. Rusk back to report to him the action taken, and the
fact that some of the Delegates were opposed to the resolution, par-
ticularly Mr. Dulles, Mr. Fahy, and General Hilldring. Mrs. Roose-
velt was concerned about its relation to the French substitute
resolution on the Yugoslav item in Committee 3. She did not agree with
the Department’s instruction that she should support this resolution.

* See Doc. US/A/C.1/446/Rev. 1, infra.
® The minutes of this Delegation meeting, not printed, are contained in Doec.
US/A/M(Chr) /71, October 27, IO Files.
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IO Files: US/A/C.1/446/Rev. 1

United States Delegation Working Paper*

RESTRICTED [New Yorg,] October 27, 1947.

Drarr Compromise ResoruTioN PREPARED BY AUSTRALIAN, CANADIAN
AND FrENCH DELEGATIONS

[ U.S. Delegation changes indicated by striking out and underscoring.]?

WHEREAS

In the Charter of the United Nations the peoples expressed their
determination to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war
which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to mankind,
and to practice tolerance and live together in peace with one another
as good neighbors;

‘WHEREAS

The Charter also calls for the promotion of universal respect for,
and observance of, fundamental freedoms ireluding which includes
freedom of expression, all Members having pledged themselves in
Article 56 to take joint and separate action for such observance of
fundamental freedoms
TrE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

1. Condemns all forms of propaganda, particularly propaganda
controlled by Governments or their political agencies, i whetseewer
eountries eondueted; which is either designed or likely o proveke or
to encourage eny threat to the peaece; breaeh of the peaee; or acts of
aggression. B

2. Requests the Government of each Member to take appropriate
steps within its constitutional limits

(a) To promote by all means of publicity and propagands available
to them friendly relations among nations based on the purposes and
principles of the Charter;

! The United States amendments were offered by Ambassador Austin on Octo-
ber 27, when the First Committee, after several votes, reached unanimous agree-
ment on the text of a draft resolution to be recommended to the General Assembly.
This text (printed in U.N. Doc. A/428, October 28) was substantially the same
as that submitted in the draft Australian, Canadian, and French resolution,
except that section 2 of the operative part of the resolution included the words
“within its constitutional limits” and section 3 was shortened to read simply
“Directs that this resolution be communicated to the forthcoming Conference on
Freedom of Information.” (Text also in GA (II), Plenary, p. 745.) Committee
discussion is recorded in GA (II), First Commitiee, pp. 242 ff. The Committee
draft was adopted by the General Assembly without discussion on November 3
(GA (II), Plenary, p. 746). For official text, Resolution 110 (II), see United
Nations, Official Records of the Generol Assembly, Second Session, Resolutions,
p. 14.

? Brackets appear in the source text.
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(b) To encourage the dissemination of all information designed to
give expression to the undoubted desire of all peoples for peace;

3. Directs that this resolution be communicated to the forth-
coming Conference on Freedom of Information; with & reeommendation
of this pesolution as being relevant to the discussion of item 2(d)
of the provisional agenda.




THE UNITED STATES AT THE UNITED NATIONS: THE
UNITED STATES POSITION REGARDING CERTAIN
PROBLEMS OF UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION AND
PROCEDURE

I. UNITED STATES POLICY REGARDING ELECTIONS TO CERTAIN OR-
GANS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES OF THE UNITED NATIONS*

501.BC/8-147
Memorandum Prepared in the Office of Special Political Afairs?

SECRET [WasHINGTON, August 1, 1947.]

U.S. Srares ror ErecrioN oF MEmBERs oF Security Councir, Eco-
~NomIc AND SociaL Councin, ANp TrustErsHIP COUNCIL 3

THE PROBLEM

At the second regular session of the General Assembly, which will
be convened on September 16, 1947, it will be necessary to elect three
states to non-permanent membership on the Security Council, and
six states to the Economic and Social Council, to replace states whose
terms of office will expire December 31, 1947, It will also be necessary
to elect two members of the Trusteeship Council, in order to attain
an equal division between states which administer trust territories and
states which do not, in accordance with Article 86 of the Charter, since
the U.S. trusteeship agreement for the former Japanese mandated
islands has been approved. (For present composition of these Councils,
see Table, pages 3 and 4.)*

*For previous documentation regarding this subject, see Foreign Relations,
1946, vol. 1, pp. 117 ff.

* The Office of Special Political Affairs was charged with responsibility for U.N.
affairs in the Department of State.

®In line with procedures established in the Department in 1946 (see Foreign
Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 251 ff.), the groundwork in formulation of policy re-
garding slates was accomplished by a Departmental team known as the “Mem-
bership Team.” Minutes of meetings of the Membership Team are in Department
of State files 501, 501.BB, and 501.BC.

* Printed herein, p. 102.

100
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. It is recommended that the U.S. slate for non-permanent mem-
bership on the Security Council consist of Czechoslovakia ; Uruguay,
with Cuba* as a second preference; and Canada. _

9. Tt is recommended that the U.S. slate for election to the Economic
and Social Council consist of Brazil;* Poland; Iran, or as a second
preference, Siam ; Sweden; the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics;
and the United Kingdom.

3. It is recommended that the U.S. slate for election to the
Trusteeship Council consist of the Philippine Republic and Denmark.

4. Tt is recommended that no commitments for United States sup-
port for election to these Councils be made to the representatives of
any foreign countries prior to September 1, 1947+ and that, whenever
possible, commitments be avoided until the United States Delegation
to the General Assembly reaches New York. It is further recommended
that if such representatives should approach the Department seeking
United States support, the Officers concerned should respond in
accordance with the following formula:

(¢) In answer to all inquiries, it should be emphasized that no
final decisions have been made, and that they will probably not be
taken until the Delegation reaches New York.

() If an approach is made by a representative of a country which
the Department plans to support, a statement may be made to the effect
that the United gtates is giving serious consideration to its candidacy.

(¢c) If an approach is made by a country whose candidacy the
United States would definitely oppose, its representative should be in-

formed that there is no present prospect of support for it.

Tt is further recommended that, unless special circumstances sug-
gest the desirability of a contrary course in a particular case, states
which may be admitted to membership in the United Nations at the
forthcoming meeting of the General Assembly not be considered for
election to these Councils at this time.

#*Subject to the qualification that the United States is generally disposed to
support any candidate agreed upon by the Latin American Republics. For further
elaboration, see Discussion below. [Footnote in the source text.]

+With the exception of the Philippine Republic, to which a commitment has
already been made as regards the Trusteeship Council. [Footnote in the source
text.]
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TABLE

PRESENT MEMBERSHIP ON UN COUNCILS AND PRELIMINARY SUGGESTIONS ON
U.S. SLATES

PRESENT MEMBERSHIP PROPOSED SLATE

Security Council
Permanent Members:
China
France
U.S.S.R.
U.K.
U.S.
Non-Permanent Members
Term Expires December 31, 1948:

Syria
Colombia
Belgium

Term Expires December 31, 1947: Two-Year Term :
Australia Canada
Brazil Uruguay or Cuba
Poland Czechoslovakia

Economic and Social Council
Term Expires December 31, 1949:
Venezuela
Lebanon
Turkey
Byelorussian S.S.R.
U.S.
New Zealand

Term Expires December 31, 1948:

Netherlands
Canada
Chile
China
France
Peru

Term Expires December 31, 1947 : Three-Year Term :
Cuba Brazil
Czechoslovakia Poland
India Iran or Siam
Norway Sweden
U.S.S.R. U.S.S.R.
U.K. U.K.

Trusteeship Council
Administering States
Australia
Belgium
France
New Zealand
United Kingdom
Non-Administering States
China
U.S.
U.S.S.R.
Term Expires December 31, 1949 ;
Iraq
Mexico
Additional Members :
(Three-Year Term)
Philippine Republic
Denmark
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DISCUSSION
1. Security Council

Under Article 23 of the Charter, the General Assembly each year
elects three non-permanent members to the Security Council for a
term of two years, “due regard being especially paid, in the first in-
stance, to the contribution of Members of the United Nations to the
maintenance of international peace and security and to the other pur-
poses of the Organization, and also to equitable geographic distribu-
tion.” A retiring member is not eligible for immediate re-election.

- Subject to the condition that members be capable of making an
important contribution to the maintenance of international peace and
security, the Department, on the basis of the current membership of
the United Nations, has in the past considered it desirable to include
among the six non-permanent members of the Security Council :

One member of the British Commonwealth
One country from Eastern and Central KEurope
One country from Northern, Western, and Southern Europe
Two countries from the other American Republics
One country from the Near East and Africa
(SC-171/8, November 15, 1945)

This distribution was attained in the elections held at London at
the first part of the First Session of the General Assembly and was
continued in the elections held at New York last October, when Syria,
Colombia, and Belgium were elected to the Council for a two-year term
to replace Egypt, Mexico, and the Netherlands.

If the existing balance among the non-permanent members is to be
retained, Australia, Brazil, and Poland must be replaced by a member
of the British Commonwealth, a Latin American State, and an
Eastern European State, respectively.

(@) Successor to Australia:

In deciding upon a replacement for Australia, it is to be noted
that the categories listed above provide no representation for the
Pacific-Far Eastern area except for China, a permanent member
of the Security Council. For this reason, some consideration has
been given to the question whether a Commonwealth State from
this area (New Zealand) or India would have a prior claim over
other members of the British Commonwealth. New Zealand. how-
ever, still has two years to serve on the Economic and Social
Council, while the uncertain political status of India would ap-
pear to preclude its consideration as a candidate for the Security
Council at this time. Moreover, it does not appear appropriate at
this time to consider the substitution of one of the two other Far
Eastern members of the United Nations, Siam or the Philippine
Republic, for a British Commonwealth State. At a later date,
after other members are admitted to the United Nations, it may
lée nece;lssary to reconsider the distribution of seats in the Security

ouncil.
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The question remains as to which member of the British Com-
monwealth should succeed Australia. South Ajfrica should prob-
ably be eliminated from consideration as a candidate because of
its unpopular position in the Indian—-South African controversy
and in the matter of the status of Southwest Africa. Canada,

- although remaining a member of the Economic and Social Council
- until December 31, 1948, appears most suitable, by virture of its
olitical orientation and importance, to replace Australia on the
Iéecurity Council.
(b) Successor to Poland

The possible Eastern and Central European candidates include
Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Beylorussia and the Ukraine. The
Department would not desire to support a constituent Soviet
Republic or Yugoslavia for membership on the Council. On the
other hand, Czechoslovakia would serve a useful function because
of its ties with both the East and the West.

(¢) Successor to Brazil:

Unless there are strong reasons to the contrary, the United
States should support any candidate agreed upon by the Latin
American Republics for the remaining seat on the Council.
Uruguay and Cuba are suggested as the two most important
Latin American states (except for Argentina) which will not hold
other posts on United Nations Couneils after December 31, 1947.
Cuba retires from the Economic and Social Council at that time.
Uruguay, which the United States unsuccessfully supported for

~election to the Economic and Social Council in 1946, proved to be
a poor candidate; but its election to the Security Council at this
time would provide a good geographic balance on the Council,
since Colombia is the other Latin American member. For this
reason, Cuba is listed as a second preference. ‘

The remaining Latin American states not now members of any
United Nations Council are Argentina, Panama, Guatemala,
Bolivia, Paraguay, Ecuador, Honduras, El Salvador, Dominican
Republic, Haiti, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. :

2. Feconomic and Social Council

~ Under Article 61 of the Charter, the General Assembly each year
elects six members to this Council for a term of three years. A retiring
member is eligible for immediate re-election.
The current membership of the Economic and Social Council is in-
dicated in the Table on pages 3 and 4 [earlier in this document].
The existing geographic balance in the Council is as follows:

The Five Major Powers

Four Latin American Republics (Chile, Cuba, Peru, Venezuela)

Two Eastern European States (Czechoslovakia, Byelorussian SSR)

Two Western European States (The Netherlands, Norway)

Three Members of the British Commonwealth (Canada, India,
: New Zealand)

Two Near Eastern States (Lebanon, Turkey)
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This distribution, attained in the elections in New York last October,
differs from that of the First Economic and Social Council, elected at

London in January 1946, and may be further modified as new members
are admitted to the United Nations.

The United Kingdom and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
should be re-elected without difficulty, in view of the common agree-
ment on the desirability of representation for all of the Five Major
Powers on the Economic and Social Council.

" (@) Successor to Cuba

Brazil is recommended as the preferred U.S. candidate because
it is considered desirable that one Latin American state of leading
economic importance (Brazil, Argentina, Mexico) should always
be represented on the Council. None of these sits on the Council
at this time. Because of this consideration, the U.S. would not
wish to support this year a small, economically unimportant and
relatively underdeveloped Latin American Republic, although in
general 1t is disposed to accept any candidate agreed upon by the
Latin American states.

Brazil has already informed this Government that it is a can-
didate for the Economic and Social Council. It may be noted that
Argentina has also expressed its interest in serving on the Council.
(6) Successor to Czechoslovakia

Of the Eastern European states, Poland is the logical replace-
ment for Czechoslovakia, although the Czech representative in
New York has raised the question of the re-election of Czechoslo-
vakia with the U.S. Delegation. However, except in the case of
major powers, it has previously been felt that immediate re-elec-
tion is, in general, undesirable as it would result in deferring mem-
bership unduly for many states. Moreover, the fact that
Czechoslovakia is our choice for the Security Clouncil precludes

- its consideration here. Yugoslavia has previously served on the
Council (term expired December 31, 1946) and has magde known
~ its interest in serving on the Council again. Present U.S. policy
does not indicate support for Yugoslavia at this time. One goviet
Republic, Byelorussia, was elected to the Council in 1946.
(¢) Successor to India C

- Iran is recommended as the U.S. candidate. It has not yet served
on any of the Councils. Greece, which previously served a one-year
-term: on the Council, has requested that the U.S. support its
candidacy this year. However, in view of the program of U.S. aid
to Greece and the fact that Turkey is already a member of the
Council, it would not appear desirable to support Greece for this
ost. - : : v
P Because there is only one member (China) on the Economic
-and Social -Council representing the Far East, some considera-
‘tion should: be given to the substitution of a Far Eastern state
~for Iran. Since the’ Philiﬁpine Republic desires, and enjoys U.S.
support for, election to the Trusteeship Council, Siam would ap-
pear to be the only other eligible Far Eastern State. It is'thérefore
listed as a second choice on t%lel slate. - ‘ o
335-253—73——9
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It may be necessary to consider the re-election of India to this
post, or alternatively, the election of South A frica.
(e) [sic] Successor to Norway

Sweden, Demark, Iceland, and Luxembourg appear to be the
ossible Western European candidates. Belgium 1s now on the
Iéecurity Council and resigned last year from the Economic and
Social Council in order that the Netherlands could be elected to
that Council. Sweden appears to be exceptionally well suited for
membership on the Council because of its economic importance
and its moderate, progressive economic and social policies. How-
ever, if the Scandinavian states agree upon a different condidate
(e.g., Denmark), the U.S. might reconsider its position on Sweden,
subject to the necessary changes in the slates for the other Councils.

8. Trusteeship Council

Article 86 of the Charter provides that the Trusteeship Council
shall consist of the following Members of the United Nations:

(@) those members administering trust territories;

(b) such of the five major Powers as are not administering trust
territories; and

(¢) as many other Members elected for three-year terms by the
General Assembly as may be necessary to ensure that the total number
of Members of the Trusteeship Council is equally divided between
those Members of the United Nations which administer trust terri-
tories and those which do not.

The Trusteeship Council was brought into existence by the General
Assembly at the second part of the first session in New York last De-
cember, following the approval of eight trusteeship agreements sub-
mitted by Australia, Belgium, France, New Zealand, and the United
Kingdom. These five states thus became administering members of the
Council. The automatic membership of China, the U.S., and the
U.S.S.R. under Article 86 (5) made it necessary to elect two additional
members of the council to achieve the required equal balance between
states administering trust territories and states not administering
trust territories. Mexico and Iraq were elected to these two seats.

The existing geographic balance in the Council is as follows:

- The Five Major Powers
Two members of the British Commonwealth (Australia, New
Zealand)
One Western European State (Belgium)

One Near Eastern state (Iraq)
~ One Latin American state (Mexico)

Since the United States draft trusteeship agreement for the former
Japanese mandated islands has been finally approved, it is necessary to
elect two additional members to the Council.®

® For documentation concerning this subject, see pp. 258 ff. |
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The United States Delegation, considering the slate for the Council
last December, agreed that if more than two members were to be
elected at that time, the third candidate should be either Denmark or
the Philippine Republic. The choice of a fourth member at that time
lay between India and an Eastern European state from the Soviet
bloc. (US/A/169; US/AM (Chr. 32).6

A commitment has already been made to support the candidacy of
the Philippine Republic for the Council.

It has been recommended that our candidate for the second new
seat be a Western European state, preferably Denmark, with consider-
ation being given to the question whether, since Belgium is now an
administering member of the Council, a better geographic balance
would not be attained by placing an Eastern European state on the
slate. It should be noted, however, that the Eastern European states
voted against the approval of the eight trusteeship agreements last
December, and that the U.S.S.R. did not participate in the first meet-
ing of the Council this spring.

4. Procedure in the General Assembly

If, after two ballots, it becomes clear that there is no prospect for
immediate election of the United States candidate or candidates, the
Delegation should be free to support alternative candidates after con-
sultation with the Department. , , .

¢ See Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 242 and 244.

IO Files: US/A/283

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation, by Mr. David H. Popper
of the Division of International Organization Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [WasHINGTON,] August 7, 1947,

Mr. Kotschnig * said that the Czechs seemed aware of the fact that
we had them in mind as a candidate for election to the Security Coun-
cil. He said that they did not want the job. He also expressed the view
that it might be better not to push the Czechs for this post, since they
could only function in the Security Council as Soviet puppets, whereas
in the Economic and Social Council and other less political agencies
they were permitted to exercise a certain measure of freedom. Mr.
Kotschnig was therefore inclined to believe that the end result might
be better even if we elected Yugoslavia to the Security Council.

* Walter Kotschnig, Acting Chief of the Division of International Organization
Aﬂ.’girs, at this time was at the United States Mission at the United Nations
(USUN). ~ '
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At a Membership Team meeting on August 7, Mr. Popper relayed
Mr. Kotschnig’s remarks to those present. He suggested that con-
sideration be given to this point of view and that whatever the reac-
tion of the Team, we should be prepared for a possible refusal from

“the Czechs to serve on the Security Council. In-this case, he felt it
might at some time be necesary to consider whether we Would support
Yugoslavia or the Ukraine for a Security Council seat.

Mr. Llewellyn Thompson (EE)? was of the opinion that Czecho-
slovakia should be retained on the slate. Even though the Czech rep-
resentative on the Security Council were to lose all his independence,
Mr. Thompson stated, the spectacle of a Czech representative aping
the Soviets would have a salutary effect from our point of view on
the attitude of the Czech Government and people. Furthermore, Mr.
Thompson and others felt that it was possible that the Czech repre-
sentative might exercise a moderating influence on the Russians in
the Security Council. The discussion was inconclusive.

? Llewellyn E. Thompson, Jr., Chief.of the Division of Eastern European Affairs,

501.BB/8-2747 : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting United States
Representative at the United Nations (Johnson)

SECRET © WasHINGTON, August 27, 1947—6 p. m.

379. Dept suggests you take following position re Lie? proposal
for Big Five meeting Friday to discuss GA slates:

1 Suggest you tell Lie we feel meeting at this time may be somewhat
early in view lack of info on composition of delegations. You should
make clear US reserves its freedom to consult with other members;
does not wish to make a binding agreement as feels Big Five should
not present other UN members with a fait accompli on slates; and
regards meeting as chiefly exploratory and informational.

. 2. On substance of Soviet proposal, Dept feels you should .oppose
strongly Poland ‘(Modzelewski?) for GA. President. This could be
based on principle competency should determine and names sufficient
chief delegates not yet known: to make selection. In your discretion, you
could hint that among chief delegates already named are-persons of
greater competence. (For your background we have in mind persons
such as Spaak 2 or. Aranha, if available, and Evatt.®) Dept feels you

2 ’l‘rygve Lige, Secretary-Gengral of the United Nations. .- - :
‘2Zygmunt Modzelewski, Polish Minister for Foreign Affairs.
® Paul-Henri Spaak, Belglan Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affalrs
¢ Oswaldo Aranha, Brazilian diplomat, President of the General Assembly at
the First Special Session of the General Assembly in April and May 1947.
SHerbert V. Evatt, Australian Minister for External Affairs and Deputy
Prime Minister.
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should oppose Masaryk ¢ for Committee 1 Chairmanship on basis an
Eastern European state should not hold chairmanship Committee 1
for two consecutive sessions. We feel allocation of four places on
General Committee to Eastern European states inequitable, since it
gives six of 55 members four of fourteen seats on Committee, and in
first Assembly only held three places. You should point out clearly
London record indicates no commitments made re distribution 2nd
GA posts (Deptel 188, April 28, to USUN).” While Gromyko endeav-
ored to get Big Five agreement to Poland as President second session,
no commitment was made except an expression of willingness to con-
sider Poland’s candidacy on merits at second session.

3. In line with US position at London, Dept will continue to support
allocation to Eastern group of three posts General Committee to be
divided this session as follows: two vice-presidents (USSR and prob-
ably Byelorussia), and one committee chairman (preferably Czecho-
slovakia). Would also agree to one committee vice-chairmanship and
one rapporteurship. US has not reached any decision re GA committee
slates, though you may, in your discretion, indicate we might support
Masaryk for chairman Committee 2 or 3.

4. Dept would oppose candidacy Ukraine for SC. You may state, in
your discretion, US considering Czechoslovakia for SC and Poland
for ECOSOC. ‘ ' S
‘ " Loverr

8 Jan Masaryk, Czech Minister for Foreign Affairs.

7 Not printed. The “London record” presumably refers to the conversations held
in London between the Five Powers at the first part of the First Session of the

General Assembly, regarding election of slates, etc. For documentation regarding
these matters, see Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 117-250 passim.

501 BB/8-3047 : Telegram

The Acting United States Repreéentatwe at the Umted Nations
(Johmson) to the Secretary of State :

SECRET " New Yorg, August 30, 1947—3 p. m.

794. Wlth reference to Department’s 379, August 27, 6 p. m., con-
versation last night with Secretary General L1e and four other perma-
nent members SC regarding GA slates was general in nature with
individual views as indicated below :

1. Russia. Gromyko ! asked other permanent members to consider
Russia’s desire that Chairman Polish Delegation  be elected president
GA. I told him that I was confident that my government would not be

1 Andrei A. Gromyko, Permanent Representative of the Soviet Union at the
United Nations.
2 Mr. Modzelewski.



110 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

able to support Poland for this position and said that in general we
felt the personal qualifications of the individual should be a major
factor in selections for all GA posts. Gromyko did not contest this
idea in principle but said that he thought Modzelewski was thoroughly
competent. Lie expressed opinion that Modzelewski was technically
well qualified for the job. Lie also mentioned Jan Masaryk, Evatt and
Aranha as individuals whom he thought should be seriously considered.
He was lukewarm in his comment on Aranha because of his deficient
knowledge of both English and French which he said was a serious
handicap in running the Assembly. Gromyko then suggested Jan
Masaryk for Committee I. I told him that our view was that the chair-
manship of the first committee should not be held by a representative
of an eastern European state twice in succession and remarked that the
short special session when the Canadian was chairman could hardly be
taken into consideration. Gromyko’s attitude throughout the discus-
sion was friendly to the entire group and apparently reasonable. I
told him that I would consult with the Department and give him later
a more specific statement as to exactly what support we could give to
eastern European states for GA posts. With respect to the SC,
Gromyko said that his government would like for the Ukraine to take
Poland’s place. I told him that my government preferred Czecho-
slovakia. He immediately countered that Czechoslovakia did not want
the job and would support the Ukraine. The discussion was inconclu-
sive on this point but Gromyko received no encouragement from any of
the other members for the Ukraine candidacy. Referring to Poland’s
going off the SC, he said that in the Russian view it was essential that
Poland be given some other position and suggested that she might go
on ECOSOC. I told him that I thought it likely that my government
would support Poland’s candidacy for ECOSOC.

2. Great Britain. Cadogan 2 stated that he had no instructions what-
ever from his government regarding GA or SC slates. . . .

3. China. The Chinese representative had little comment to make
during the discussion on slates, but said that he thought Evatt’s can-
didacy should be very seriously considered for the presidency of the
Assembly. I gather that the Chinese Government may have committed
itself to some measure of support for Evatt, although Dr. Tsiang * ad-
mitted in reply to a question from Lie that his government was not
definitely committed. He also mentioned the desire of India to succeed
Australia on the SC and indicated that if any other support for India
were forthcoming that she would likewise have Chinese support. I
told him quite frankly that our government would have to support

*Sir Alexander Cadogan, Permanent Representative of the United Kingdom
at the United Nations.
‘ Permanent Representative of China at the United Nations.
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the candidacy of Canada at this time for succession to Australia. Cado-
gan, Lie and I all suggested to the Chinese that India could well afford
to wait another election and that if her claims were pressed there
would be the rival claims of the Phillippines to consider. The Chinese
[representative] did not press the matter but remarked that it was very
important for the Far East to be represented at least part of the time
on the SC by some country in addition to China. He realized that it
would not be possible to have continuously on the SC two East Asiatic
representatives, but felt that there should frequently be two of these
countries represented on the Council.

France. Mr. De 1a Tournelle, the French representative, said that he
had no instructions and he took very little part in the discussion on
slates. :

I informed the group that my government was not willing to give
any firm commitments at the present time regarding slates and that we
must reserve our entire freedom to consult with other members than
the Big Five. There was no criticism of this attitude and, in fact, Cado-
gan, Gromyko and the Chinese all said that their governments would
do the same thing. There was unanimity of opinion that the agenda
of the GA was overloaded and Gromyko urged strongly that thought
be given to screening the agenda in the General Committee in order
to postpone to the next regular session of the GA many of the items.
Cadogan and Lie both strongly supported this view and I agreed that
the agenda was too overloaded to offer any possibility of thorough ex-
amination of all the items. Lie feels that it is essential for the agenda
to be reduced. It was arranged that this group should meet again at
Lie’s house in the evening after the SC meeting on the afternoon of

Tuesday, September 9.
JOHNSON

501.BC/8-1947 : Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in India

SECRET ‘W asHINGTON, September 5, 1947—6 p. m.

579. Careful consideration given by Dept Urtel 695 Aug 19 * India’s
interest in membership TC. Prior firm commitment to support Philip-
pines for one of two vacancies precludes U.S. support for second Asian
member. You may in your discretion inform GOI sense of foregoing.
For your background, balance of colonial vs. anti-colonial states would
be disturbed by addition two Asian nations to TC. Dept therefore
favors neutral state for second vacancy.

LoverT

1 Not printed.
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IO Files: US/A/292

Memorandum of Telephone Conwersation, by' the Deputy Director of
the Office of Special Political Affairs (Sandifer)

CONFIDENTIAL [WasniNgTON,] September 12, 1947.

Mr. Johnson * called to give me a report on the meeting last night
of the Big Five with Mr. Lie to discuss the question of slates.

L. General Committee?

President.—Mr. Johnson said that Senator Austin said that our
position on the Presidency had not been finally determined. He indi-
cated that if Mr. Spaak came and would be available through most of
the session we would support him. If Mr. Spaak is not available our
present preference would be for Mr. Evatt or Mr. Aranha, However,
we would not decide our position as between these two until we had
information as to the measure of support for them. g ‘

Vice Presidents—Mr. Johnson reported no special comment on this
except to say that Gromyko insisted strongly on two Committee chair-
manships for Eastern Europe. In other words he was not willing to
accept a Vice Presidency. I told Mr. Johnson that we had considered
this question very carefully and that we felt very strongly that two
Committee chairmanships gave an entirely unjustifiable strength to
the Eastern European countries in the actual work of the Assembly.
We are willing to go along with three places on the General Commit-
tee for Eastern Europe but we are completely opposed to two Com-
mittee chairmanships. He said that he agreed and that he thought
that there was support for this position among the other countries.

' Committee 1—Gromyko asked for the Chairmanship of Committee
1 as one of the two chairmanships he wanted for Eastern Europe.
There was unanimity among the other four in rejecting this request.
Senator Austin said that we would prefer Evatt or Aranha for this
post depending upon the outcome of the election to the Presidency.

Committees & and 3—Gromyko would prefer a Polish repréesenta-
tive as Committee Chairman over Masaryk. He apparently has some

* At this time the United States Mission at the United Nations (USUN) was
headed by Senator Warren R. Austin who was United States Representative at
(the Seat of) the United Nations with the rank of ambassador. He also functioned
as Senior Representative of the United States to the General Assembly and Head
of the United States Delegation to the General Assembly. (in the absence of the
Secretary of State), and as United States Representative on the Security Council.
Ambassador Herschel V. Johnson was Deputy United States Representative on
the Security Council, and in this position functioned in effect as the second-
ranking officer at the United States Mission (there being no position at this time
of Deputy United States Representative at the United Nations). )

? Apparently intended to be the first of two memoranda in which Sandifer re-
ported a telephone conversation with Ambassador J ohnson, regarding elections
to the General Committee (this memorandum) and to the Security Council (the
second memorandum) ; for the second memorandum see infra.
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hope that Masaryk may be elected to the Presidency. However, he
would prefer to have the Polish representative as Chairman of Com-
mittee 3 (since he considers this a more important Committee in this
Assembly). Mr. Johnson suggested that it might be possible to shift
Iran to the Second Committee. On our slate it had been listed tenta-
tively for Committee 8. He thought that since we would insist on
cutting the Russians down to one Committee chairmanship, we might
agree to have them as Chairman of Committee 3.

Committee 4—No comments on this Committee.

Committee 5—Mr. Johnson said that Mr. Malik ® of Lebanon had
been suggested as a possibility for this Committee. I did not under-
stand clearly whether this was Mr. Johnson’s suggestion or whether
it originated at the meeting. I told him that I thought that Mr. Malik
was primarily a philosopher and seemed to be quite unfitted for this
Committee. He said that he did not know Mr. Malik’s personal quali-
fications. I reminded Mr. Johnson that our slate had called for a
Canadian Chairman which might be Mr. Ilsley,* Finance [Justice?]
Minister. He referred in that connection to the suggestion that had
been made for the Ad Hoc Committee for Palestine. '

Committee 6.—Mr. Johnson said that there was general agreement
that it was important that the Chairman of Committee 6 should be
a jurist. No particular state or name was suggested.

“Ad Hoc” Committee for Palestine—It was suggested that Mr.
Pearson ® of the Canadian Delegation would make a good Chairman
for this Committee. Mr. Lie supported this proposal strongly. Senator
Austin pointed out that there might be some difficulty in suggesting
an alternate Delegate for a position of this importance.

Mr. Gromyko did not bring up the question of the Stettinius
commitment.®

I reminded Mr. Johnson that our slate had called for three Latin
American places on the General Committee, one of which would be
Mexico for Vice President. He said that he tlhiought thére would be no
difficulty in getting appointment to three places for Latin America.
I told him I thought there might if we did not succeed in heading off
two chairmanships for Eastern Europe.

3 Charles Malik, Lebanese Minister to the United States.

4J. L. Llsley. .

5 Lester B. Pearson, Canadian Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs,

It has not been possible to clarify the reference to the “Stettinius commit-
ment.” Discussions relating to elections to the General Committee held at London
in January 1946, when Mr. Stettinius led the U.S. Delegation to the first part of
First Session of the General Assembly, are printed in Foreign Relations, 1946,
vol. 1, pp. 117-250, passim.
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10 Files: US/A/293

Memorandwm of Telephone Conversation, by the Deputy Director of
the Office of Special Political Ajfairs (Sandifer)

CONFIDENTIAL [WasHINGTON,] September 12, 1947.

Council Slates

Mr. Johnson * said that Gromyko was adamant in his insistence on
Ukraine for the Security Council. Gromyko said flatly that Czecho-
slovakia would not take the post. Mr. Johnson thought that if we are
to continue to support Czechoslovakia, we must have assurance from
her that she would take the post if elected. He said that if we are to
continue our refusal to support a constituent republic,> we must decide
whether we will support Yugoslavia. He thought that any action to
support Yugoslavia, even to voting for her, would have a very serious
adverse effect on our Greek case in the General Assembly.® I told him
that that was definitely my view but that the question of whether our
alternative position would be to support Czechoslovakia had not yet
been settled.

Mr. Johnson said that if the Department should decide definitely
not to support a constituent republic under any circumstances, we
might have to refuse to support any satellite state and take some other
Eastern European state such as Turkey. I asked him if he did not
think this would cause a bitter fight with Russia and he said it cer-
tainly would. He said he thought the British might be willing to
refuse under any circumstances to vote for a constituent republic.

* Ambassador Herschel V. Johnson.
?That is, the Ukraine or Byelorussia.
2 For documentation regarding this matter, see vol. v, pp. 816 ff.

Lot 71-D 440, Box 192321

Memorandum by the Principal Ewxecutive Officer of the United States
Delegation (Sandifer) to the Secretary of State

SECRET [New Yorx,] September 13, 1947.

Subject: United States Candidate for President of the General
Assembly '
Discussion
The slate agreed upon in the Department for the Presidency of the
General Assembly was Spaak (Belgium), Evatt (Australia), and
Aranha (Brazil) in that order. This was with the understanding that
before making this known to other delegations we would assess the

* Folder “Slates”.
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extent of support for Evatt and Aranha. Spaak has recently told our
Embassy in Brussels that he did not wish to be a candidate for re-
election because of the principle of rotation and the uncertainty of his
being able to stay through the Session because of his situation at home.

Mr. Evatt is known to have the support of the British Common-
wealth States, some of the Scandinavian States, and probably a num-
ber of other countries. He established himself at San Francisco as the
champion of the smaller powers, and has wide popular support. Be-
cause of his drive and energy Mr. Evatt would undoubtedly be a good
President. He would be effective in rallying world opinion in support
of strong and affirmative General Assembly action.

Mr. Aranha, who was President of the Special Assembly Session on
Palestine last spring, is also a good chairman, although his command
of languages is not perfect. He is a man of experience and poise and
definitely friendly to the United States. Aranha desires the presidency
but a telegram from Rio de Janeiro, dated ‘September 12, states that
the Brazilian Foreign Office is not soliciting the election of Aranha
for two reasons: to respect the principle of rotation of the office and
to avoid prejudicing the possibility of Brazil’s election tc the Eco-
nomic and Social Council. We have not been able to obtain a complete
picture of Latin American views on Aranha’s candidacy.

Recommendations 2

1. That the United States Delegation support Evatt for President
of the Assembly,and that Evatt be informed of this promptly.

2. That the United States support Aranha for the Chairmanship
of Committee 1.

3. That a high official of the United States Delegation (preferably
the Secretary or Senator Austin) explain to Aranha our reasons for
supporting Mr. Evatt, stressing our support for the principle of rota-
tion in office but placing the highest personal emphasis upon our con-
viction that Aranha is indispensably needed for the difficult and
valuable service in this important Assembly as Chairman of Committee
1, where the decisions on so many far-reaching issues will be worked
out. His ability and experience are urgently needed there.

Concurrences

Adyvisers from Geographic Offices and Executive Officers
Mr. Rusk®  Mr. Johnson  Mr. Bohlen *

2 These recommendations were formulated in a meeting of the senior advisers
of the United States Delegation Staff on September 13. Minutes of this meeting
are in the IO Files, Doc. US/A/M (Chr) /41, not printed.

3 Dean Rusk, Director of the Office of Special Political Affairs and a member
of the United States Delegation Staff of Advisers.

‘ Charles E. Bohlen, Counselor of the Department of State and a member of.
the United States Delegation Staff of Advisers.
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10 Files: US/A/294/Rev.1 ,
United States Delegation Working Paper

SECRET [New Yorg,] September 14, 1947.
UNITED STATES SLATE FOR THE GENERAL COMMITTEE

DISCUSSION

The General Committee of the General Assembly consists of the
President of the Assembly, seven Vice Presidents (which by general
understanding include the Big Five) elected as States, and the Chair-
men of the six Main Committees of the Assembly, elected as
individuals.

The geographic distribution agreed upon in the Department, taking
account of the distribution in the First Session, is as follows: three
Latin American States; three Eastern European States (one Com-
mittee chairmanship, and vice-presidencies of the Assembly for the
USSR and one other Eastern State) ; one British Commonwealth State
(plus the United Kingdom); two Near or Middle Eastern States
(probably Iran and an Arab State); one Western European State;
and the remaining Permanent Members of the Security Council.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. For President of the Assembly :
Evatt (Australia). See attached memorandum.?

2. For Vice Presidents of the Assembly :
China, France, U.K., U.S.S.R., U.S., Mexico, Ukraine

3. For Chairman of Commitiee 1 :

Aranha (Brazil)

Possible alternative candidates if Aranha does not agree to be a
candidate :
- Berendsen (New Zealand)?

Bech (Luxembourg)?

4. For Chairman of Committee 2 :
Adl (Iran)*

5. For Chairman of Committee 3 :
Modzelewski (Poland)

1 Supra.

28ir Carl A. Berendsen, New Zealand Minister to the United States and
Chairman of the New Zealand Delegation to the General Assembly.

3 Joseph Bech, Luxembourg Minister of Foreign Affairs and Chairman of
the Luxembourg Delegation to the General Assembly.

*Mostafu Adl, Minister of State and Chairman of the Iranian Delegation to
the General Assembly.
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6. For Chairman of Committee 4:

Delegate of a Latin American State (On the understanding that we
will support the candidate put forward by the Latin Americans them-
selves.)

7. For Chairman of Committee 5 :

Unden (Sweden)?®
8. For Chairman of Committee 6 :

Delegate of an Arab State (On the understanding that we will sup-
port the candidate put forward by the Arab States provided that in
making their selection those States realize the need for a competent
jurist to fill this post.)

9. Chairman of “Ad Hoc” Committee on Palestine :

Pearson (Canada) _

It is recommended that the Delegation be authorized to adjust this
slate for all Committees except Committee 1 in the light of the desires
and intentions of other countries, provided that the general geographic
distribution established in this slate is not altered.

5 Osten Unden, Swedish Minister of Foreign Affairs and Chairman of the
Swedish Delegation to the General Assembly.

IO Files: US/A/M(Chr)/50

Minutes of the Siwth Meeting of the United States Delegation, New
York, September 15,1947, 10 a. m.

SECRET

[Here follow the llst of persons (32) present and a statement regard-
ing the minutes.]

Explaining that the election of Assembly officers would take place
the following day, Mr. Sandifer said that Secretary-General Lie had
asked the five permanent representatives to meet with him at 5 p. m.
that day to see whether an area of agreement on the slate could be
reached. Introducing the United States slate (US/A/294/Rev.1),!
as drawn in Washington and adjusted in the light of the situation in
 New York, Mr. Sandifer explained that the one change from prelimi-
nary plans involved substitution of a Near Eastern state (Iran) for a
British Commonwealth state in a committee chairmanship, thus mak-.
ing it possible for an Arab state to be represented on the General
Committee.

Regarding the General Assembly pres1dency, Mr. Sandifer said that
Prime Minister Spaak of Belgium had dropped out by his own wish,
and that Foreign Minister Aranha of Brazil had indicated he did net

! Supra.
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wish to be a candidate. No conversation had yet been held with Dr.
Evatt of Australia. For the vice-presidencies, in addition to the five
permanent members, the Delegation had assured Mexico of support
for its candidacy, taking the position that a vice-presidency for the
Ukraine (which had been chairman of Committee 1 at the last regular
General Assembly) would constitute over-representation, since it was
believed that Eastern Europe should hold only one chairmanship.

Regarding Committee 1, he informed the meeting that Dr. Aranha
had felt he could not stand for the chairmanship of this, either. As
between Berendsen (New Zealand) and Bech (Luxembourg), it was
clear that if Evatt was supported by the Delegation for the presidency
and elected, it would be impossible to support a dominion candidate for
Committee 1 chairmanship; therefore, support of Bech was
recommended.

For the Committee 2 chairmanship, Mr. Sandifer said there was
general Delegation agreement on Adl (Iran). The Russians had spe-
cifically indicated a desire to have the chairmanship of Committee 3
for Poland. It was felt that the Delegation should defer to them in
this matter, since it was opposing them on so many other issues. He said
he had heard that some states were starting a movement to have Mrs.
Roosevelt 2 elected chairman of Committee 3. In the past, permanent
members had not held committee chairmanships, in addition there was
the fact of Russian interest in this position and the fact that the
permanent members were already represented on the General Com-
mittee. Mrs. Roosevelt herself, he added, felt no desire to have the
chairmanship, feeling she could represent the United States more
effectively and speak more freely as simply the United States
Representative.

On Committees 4 and 5, Mr. Sandifer said the Department’s posi-
tion, in view the support for Mexico for the vice-presidency, would
be to defer to the desires of the Latin-American countries, after mak-
ing clear to them that the Delegation hoped they would propose highly
quahﬁed men. The Delegatlon had also tentatively told the Arabs it
would support their candidate for the chairmanship of Committee 6,
he said. General support for Pearson (Canada) for chairman of the
Palestine ad hoc committee had been evidenced, Mr. Sandifer re-
ported. Canada was willing to permit Pearson to serve, instead of the
chairman of the Canadian Delegation.

Ambassador Dawson ® said the Latin-American delegatlons were
holding a caucus a.t 3 p. m., and suggested that he see Aranha as soon

2 Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, Representatlve on the Umted States Delegation
to the General Assembly.

® Ambassador William - Dawson Special RepresentatWe of the United States
on the Governing Board of the Pan American Union, and at this time a- member
of the United States Delegation Staff of Advisers. L
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as possible and urge him to do everything he could at the caucus to see
that the Latin-Americans chose competent men for the chairmanships.
He also said he would see the Mexican foreign minister for the same
purpose. The Secretary inquired whether Aranha was definitely out
as president, and Ambassador Austin said he was. Both Spaak and
Aranha were strongly influenced by the theory that those who had
previously held General Assembly presidencies should not stand for
the presidency or a committee chairmanship. Brazil, he said, would
be an active candidate for the Economic and Social Council, and he
believed the United States intended to support Brazil. Aranha had
been told by other Latin-American representatives, the Ambassador
said, that they would not only support but push him. He intended to
satisfy them and cause them to give up this pressure by arguing that
by so doing they would be supporting the doctrine laid down yesterday.
The line-up in the General Assembly must be one, Aranha held, in
which a large majority showed very strong support for the doctrine
enunciated by the Secretary the day before, and Brazil could be more
useful in the ranks on this issue. In this connection, Aranha wished
to know definitely whether the Delegation would support Evatt for
president; and whether the Delegation intended to support someone
such as Bech for Committee 1. Aranha was trying to cement the thing,
the Ambassador said, so that there would be strong backing for the
United States doctrine pronounced yesterday.*

Regarding support of Modzelewski (Poland) for chairmanship of
Committee 3, Ambassador Austin reported that the Soviet Union had
started with request of the General Assembly [presidency] for Modze-
lewski; the United States had said no; the U.S.S.R. then wanted him
for chairman of Committee 1; again the United States said no. For
Committee 2 the U.S.S.R. had supported Masaryk (Czechoslovakia)
or Adl (Iran). When it became clear, however, that the United States
preferred Iran for Committee 2 but would agree to the Soviet candi-
date for Committee 3, the Soviets indicated they would prefer to push
Modzelewski rather than Masaryk for this place. Mrs. Roosevelt said
she thought support for Modzelewski for the chairmanship of 8 would
be a good move. _ ’

Mr. Dulles ® asked whether agreement with the Soviets on Modze-

¢ Allusions in this paragraph to “doctrine enunciated by the Secretary the day
before” apparently refer to the speech made by Secretary Marshall in New York
on September 14 in opening a nationwide observance of United Nations Week.
The Secretary of State dealt with the crisis of confidence in the United Nations
both within and without the Organization occasioned by the near-paralysis of
the Security Council through. use of the veto; and he indicated that United States
policy would seek to meet this situation by invoking to the utmost the moral and
political authority of the General Assembly. For text, see the New York Times,
November 15, 1946, p. 3. o

8 John Foster Dulles, Representative on the United States Delegation to the
General Assembly. ' C ' )
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lewski implied agreement by them in return on other things, but
Austin replied that it did not, that the U.S.S.R. was intransigent on
other issues.

Mr. Stevenson ® at this point inquired whether there was anything
in a rumor that there would be some support for Mrs. Pandit ? for
president. The Secretary replied that there was. The Secretary said
he had been advised last night by Wang (China)® that China felt if
any complications arose over the presidency—although the Secretary
did not expect any—it would ask the United States to consider seri-
ously the possibility of nominating Mrs. Pandit. The Chinese wanted

.todo as much as possible, Wang had explained, to keep those people
on our side of the fence. The Secretary said he felt Mrs. Pandit was
very capable. Mr. Stevenson said he had heard this rumor from the
Latin-Americans, and Mr. Sandifer said he had heard it too, but not
recently. Mr. Sandifer then said that a canvass of the Department had
indicated that Evatt, Aranha or Spaak would be much more helpful
to our interests. He indicated also that since time was important, it
was necessary to speak to Evatt and Bech as soon as possible. When
no contrary views were expressed, the Secretary asked Ambassador
Austin to see Evatt. Ambassador Austin and Mr. Sandifer suggested
that Ambassador Johnson might be able to see Evatt at the Security
‘Council meeting, but when Mr. Dulles offered to speak to Evatt at
the meeting of the Council of [on] Foreign Relations, that afternoon,
the Secretary asked Mr. Dulles to make the approach at that time.
Ambassador Johnson was to be asked to speak to Bech.

Security Council Slate

On the Security Council slate, there was agreement with the pro-
posal for Canada to replace Australia, and Uruguay or Cuba to be the
Latin-American representative. Mr. Sandifer explained, regarding the
candidacy of Czechoslovakia, that the Russians had stated flatly their
support of the Ukraine as a candidate, and that they had said Czecho-
slovakia would not run and would not accept if elected. He reported
the Department’s strong feeling that the Delegation should support
Czechoslovakia, and that special reasons made it hesitant about sup-
porting the Ukraine or certain other East European states.

Mr. Bohlen, explaining the principle of proportional representation
on the Security Council, said that if Czechoslovakia withdrew, the
question would rise of supporting Ukraine or Yugoslavia. He felt
very strongly that under no circumstances should the Ukraine be sup-

¢ Adlai E. Stevenson, Alternate Representative on the United States Delegatlon

"Mme. Vijaya Lakashmi Pandit, Chalrman of the Indian Delegation to the
General Assembly.

* Dr. Wang Shih-chieh, Chinese Minister of Foreign Affairs and Chairman of
the Chinese Delegation to the General Assembly.
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ported, since no state should be on the Security Council whose inde-
pendence or sovereignty left something open to question. When the
United States voted for inclusion of the Ukraine in the United Na-
tions, at San Francisco, he recalled, it had been specifically on the basis
of the Ukrainian war effort. India had also been included at that time
although not fully independent. To put on the Security Council a
unit whose actions were bound by a central government would hurt
the Security Council’s prestige, he felt. The Delegation should oppose
Ukraine positively if necessary.

The question of Yugoslavia was comphcated by the fact that we
were charging Yugoslavm with acts of aggression, Mr. Bohlen said.
He did not feel, however, that it would be necessary for the Delegation
to speak against Yugoslavia, since the ballot would be secret; he felt
it would be possible simply to accept the majority vote on Yugoslavia,
after voting against her. He believed this would be preferable to stat-
ing bluntly that Czechoslovakia was the only East European state we
would accept, for that would mean departure from the regional
principle.

In reply to the Secretary’s question whether the Czech stand had
been communicated only through the U.S.S.R., Mr. Sandifer said
Czechoslovakia had itself expressed uneasiness to the Delegation. Mr.
Bohlen explained the Czechs did not want to be put on the spot in the
Security Council, being forced to go along with the Soviets. The
The Secretary inquired whether the United States charges of aggres-
sion against Yugoslavia might not prompt Soviet charges regarding
our moves in Greece. Mr. Sandifer thought that such counter-charges
would not be taken seriously. Mr. Dulles felt if Czechoslovakia did not
want to be a candidate, it should be dropped, for persisting would only
indicate to the Russians that the United States thought this was a soft
spot, and that the Soviets would then take steps to harden it.

When Mr. Sandifer posed the alternatives of supporting Czecho-
slovakia, abstaining, or moving out of Eastern Europe, the Secretary
inquired about Pakistan. Mr. Sandifer said some Near Eastern coun-
try would be a possibility, mentioning Turkey. It was pointed out in the
discussion, however, that Turkey had expressed reluctance to serve
on the Security Council. Mr. Sandifer felt a strong position should be
taken favoring Czechoslovakia, feeling that the Russians rather than
risk not having any East Européan country on the Security Council,
would accept Czechoslovakia. Ambassador Austin said this was a very
troublesome question, especially because of the U.S.S.R. difficulty in
having limited forces in the Security Council. He did not know if the
time had come to step out of Eastern Europe and. suggest another
country. It would be only decency to make clear that this was the
alternative, in that case he felt. :

836-253—73——10
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Mr. Ross? did not think the position should be stated negatively.
It should be said that we would support Czechoslovakia in Eastern
Europe; if the Czechs did not wish to stand, we could turn to the
Philippines, India, or Pakistan. He did not feel Yugoslavia should
be accepted even through abstaining.

Mr. Bohlen again advocated telling the U.S.S.R. we would posi-
tively support Czechoslovakia, that we would actively oppose the
Ukraine, and abstaining on discussion of Yugoslavia but voting
against it. Mr. Fahy ° agreed on Czechoslovakia and Ukraine, but felt
the Delegation should say openly it opposed Yugoslavia, and if Czecho-
slovakia refused to stand for the Security Council we should go out-
side East Europe to India or Pakistan. The Secretary felt from what
had been said that it would be better to indicate nothing to the U.S.S.R.
about Pakistan, otherwise the U.S.S.R. would approach Pakistan first
and claim credit. Mr. Henderson felt if we were going to go outside
Eastern Europe, we should support India rather than Pakistan. India
had voted as much with Russia as with us, he said, and its pres-
ence on the Security Council would constitute a vote half the time for
the Russian bloc. He thought we should tell Russia that if it were not
Czechoslovakia we would support India. Russia would find it very
difficult to oppose India.

Mr. Bohlen then restated the formula that appeared to find ac-
ceptance ; support of Czechoslovakia unless it was unwilling ; opposi-
tion to the Ukraine; acceptance of the majority vote on Yugoslavia.

[Here follows discussion of other subjects.]

°John C. Ross, Deputy to the United States Representative at the United
Nations (Austin) and a member of the Delegation Staff of Advisers.

* Charles Fahy, Legal Adviser of the Department of State and Alternate Rep-
resentative on the United States Delegation to the General Assembly.

IO Files: US/A/327

Memorandum by Ambassador William Dawson of the United States
Delegation Staff of Adwvisers

SECRET [New Yorxk,] September 15, 1947.

Latin American Cauvcus StroNGLY IN FAVOR oF ARANHA FOR PRESI-
DENCY OF GENERAL AssEMBLY; ComMrTTEE To Discuss MATTER
WirH Evarr; Cavcus Approves MEXICO FOR VICE-PRESIDENCY AND
CuiLe ForR CHATRMANSHIP OF COMMITTEE 2

Shortly after his arrival in New York on Sunday, September 14,
Aranha communicated with Ambassador Austin and told him that a
caucus of Latin American delegates was to be held on September 15,
at 3:00 p. m., in the offices of the Mexican Delegation and that before



UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 123

attending the caucus he wished to ascertain the United States position
with regard to his (Aranha’s) candidacy for the presidency of the
General Assembly.

After discussing the matter with the Secretary, Ambassador Austin
saw Aranha at about 6: 30 p. m. on Sunday and informed him of our
proposed slate as set forth in Secret US/A/294/Rev. 1, of Septem-
ber 14.

Aranha accepted the situation gracefully, stating that he would
withdraw in favor of Evatt, that he wished to cooperate with us in
every way, that the Secretary’s speech had made a great impression on
him, and that he considered it very important that the President of
the Assembly be elected by an imposing majority.

At this point, Ambassador Johnson and I arrived and there was
some discussion with regard to the Committee chairmanships which
should be allotted to the Latin American group in order to give it the
customary representation (three members) on the General Committee.
It was arranged that I would see Aranha before 1:00 p. m. on Monday
and give him further information concerning this matter.

As agreed at the United States Delegation meeting on the morning
of September 15, I saw both Aranha and Torres Bodet (Mexico)®
between noon and 1:00 p. m. and informed them that it was contem-
plated that Mexico would have our support for a vice presidency and
that the chairmanships of Committees 4 and 5 would be available for
Latin American candidates. I stressed the urgent need for competent
men for these posts from the standpoint both of the work of the Gen-
eral Assembly and Latin American prestige. Both Aranha and Torres
Bodet informed me that Chile had been campaigning actively for the
chairmanship of Committee 2 and both expressed the hope that the
post might be available in lieu of Committee 4 or 5. I said that this
might prove difficult. Torres Bodet inquired whether two committee
chairmanships would be available if Aranha were elected President
of the General Assembly. I replied that Aranha had informed me of
his intention of making a statement which would clarify this matter.
Torres Bodet inquired whom we would support if Aranha were not a
candidate and I mentioned Evatt.

Shortly after 6: 00 p. m., I phoned the Mexican Delegation and on
learning that the meeting had just come to an end I talked with Torres
Bodet and asked if I might see him. He said that he was leaving at
once, that the meeting had been inconclusive, that there was nothing
he could say except that there had been strong general support for
Aranha, and that another meeting was scheduled for the morning of
September 16.

1Dr. Jaime Torres Bodet, Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs and Head of
the Mexican Delegation to the General Assembly. " o ‘
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Almost immediately after this conversation, Aranha called me to
say that he wished to talk with me urgently. I went at once to the
Brazilian Delegation where I saw Aranha, Muniz? and Amado.
Aranha told me that he had made every effort to induce the Latin
American group to give up his candidacy and to support that of Evatt.
He said that he had led off with a general statement (copy attached)?
declining the honor, that Torres Bodet had followed expressing ap-
preciation for his attitude, but that a number of other delegates
(including those of Argentina, Chile, Colombia, and Panama) had
spoken insisting on his candidacy. He said that he spoke twice again
in an effort to persuade his colleagues—once using the argument that
in the light of Secretary Marshall’s speech it was essential that there
be a united front of democratic elements—and the second time stating
that the United States Delegation favored Evatt. His arguments were,
he said, of no avail and the upshot of this phase of the meeting was
that a committee consisting of the delegates of Argentina, Cuba, and
Mexico were designated to see Evatt, ask him frankly how many
votes he could count on, and induce him to withdraw, if, as was antici-
pated, he was assured of less strength than Aranha. I was informed
that this committee planned to see Evatt at tonight’s reception and
that the Latin American group would meet again at 10:00 a. m.
tomorrow (Tuesday) at Flushing.

Aranha assured me repeatedly that he had made every effort pos-
sible to induce his colleagues to accept his withdrawal and to support
Evatt. Muniz said that no one could have fought more vigorously
against himself than had Aranha. According to their account, argu-
ments adduced by other delegates in favor of Aranha’s candidacy in-
cluded the following: That most of them had instructions from their
Foreign Offices to support Aranha; that in response to bids for sup-
port, no Latin American country had promised Evatt its vote; that
the re-election issue could be dismissed since Aranha had presided
merely over a brief special session called to prepare the way for a
question which was a leading item on the agenda of the present session ;
and that the very nature of this crucial session made it particularly
appropriate that it be presided over by an impartial and disinterested
Latin American.

It appears that one or more delegates remarked that the United
States Delegation had failed to consult the Latin American delega-
tions before deciding to support Evatt, and that one delegate (the.
Colombian, I believe) implied that in withdrawing his candidacy
Aranha was playing up to the United States. We shall probably come

? Ambassador Jofio Carlos Muniz, Brazilian Permanent Representative at the
United Nations. :
8 Not printed.
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in for some criticism on this score and I think that, as appropriate
occasion offers, we may well point out that we did consult Aranha who
was the person most directly concerned. Incidentially, in my afternoon
conversation, I made it a point to remind Aranha in the presence of
Muniz and Amado that a determining factor in our plan had been
our belief that Aranha would accept Committee 1 and could render
the maximum service in this post, which would probably prove more
important than the presidency of the General Assembly. I referred
also to the Brazilian Government’s great interest in election to
ECOSOC. I inquired whether this had been discussed in the caucus.
Aranha said that it had not been discussed but that Brazil was abso-
lutely sure of Latin American support and election.
According to Aranha, the caucus approved the candidacy of Mexico
for a vice-presidency and decided to support Chile for the chairman-
ship of Committee 2 and Alfaro (Panama)* for that of Committee 5
(this, however, only in case Aranha were not elected to the presidency
of the General Assembly)
Wirtiam Dawson

*Dr. Ricardo J. Alfaro, Panamanian Minister of Foreign Affairs and Chair-
man of the Panamanian Delegation to the General Assembly.

IO Files:US/A/351

Memorandum of Comversation, by Mr. John C. Ross of the United
States Delegation Staff of Adwvisers

CONFIDENTIAL [NEw Yorg,] September 16, 1947,
Participants: Ralph Harry, Australian Delegation *

S. Sen, Indian Delegation 2

John C. Ross, United States Delegation

During the interval preceding the election of the president, Mr.
Harry came up to me in a very discouraged frame of mind at the turn
of support from Evatt to Aranha for the presidency. There was more
than a little note of suspicion in his remarks that our support for Evatt
was not very sincere. He said that since we had pledged our support
he assumed that we would follow through. He implied, however, that if
the only votes Evatt got were those of the United States and a few
others it would not look as though our support had amounted to very
much.

Harry went on to say, somewhat cryptically, that the Indians had
been supporting Evatt and were in a good position to swing all the

*R. L. Harry, First Secretary of the Australian Permanent Delegation at the
United Nations.
2B. R. Sen, Minister of the Indian Embassy at Washington.
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Middle and Near Eastern votes. However, in the situation as it had
now developed, it appeared that there might be a deadlock between
Aranha and Evatt; there had been several indications that Madam
Pandit might have a very good chance as a dark-horse candidate and
the Indians would probably not be slow to take advantage of any such
opportunity.

Harry stated that the Indians were rather “sore” at the United
States because we had not included India on our slate for any office.
Harry went on to say that if in reconsidering our slate in the present
situation of confusion there was anything we could do for the Indians
he thought this might serve the purpose of holding the Indians and
the Middle and Near Eastern group in line in support of Evatt’s
candidacy.

I told Harry I didn’t know that we could do anything at all along
this line but I would see.

I subsequently found Sen and asked him what the thoughts of his
government were in the present situation regarding elections. He said
his delegation wanted a place on the General Committee. They were
very disappointed that the United States did not have them on its
slate for any office.

They had not at all considered the possibility of the presidency. In
the present confused situation, however, they saw they might have a
chance. What they wanted was a vice-presidency rather than a com-
mittee chairmanship because they wanted to avoid spreading them-
selves too thin.

Sen, almost immediately afterwards, checked with his delegation
and confirmed the accuracy of the statements he had made to me.

I reported to Ambassador Johnson and discussions within the U.S.
Delegation revealed that it would be possible for the United States to
support India for Committee 5.

I thereupon informed both the Australians and the Indians and
they were both very pleased at United States action.

Following the election and Evatt’s defeat, I made very clear to
Colonel Hodgson of the Australian Delegation that our support had
not wavered. I gave him, in strict confidence, the background of the
conversation on Sen with Aranha which led to initial withdrawal and
had made it possible for us to support Evatt. I also made it clear that
our support of Evatt had been as strong as we could possibly make it.
The fact that Aranha had come back into the race had not been a result
of any influence we had used with any of the Latin Americans.

I think this last conversation served the purpose of clarifying doubts
and suspicions which quite obviously still lingered in the Australian
minds.
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IO Files: US/A/360

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorg,] September 16, 1947.

Participants: Andrei Gromyko and Aides, U.S.S.R. Delegation
Mr. Stevenson, United States Delegation
Mr. Bohlen, United States Delegation
Mr. Raynor, United States Delegation

Mr. Gromyko asked Mr. Stevenson and one of his aides asked Mr.
Raynor to discuss this matter * during the recess. The aide stated that
the Soviet Union desired the Ukraine for Chairmanship of Committee
3 and Poland for the Vice Presidency. Mr. Gromyko in his conversa-
tion did not press this point. The aide also implied very clearly that
[in] the informal consultation of permament members with Mr. Lie
the night before, which the United States did not attend, there had
been agreement to the above.

Following our discussion with Mr. McNeil 2 and the meeting of
American advisers and taking into account the strong Arab desire for
Mr. Malik to have the Chairmanship of Committee 3, we told Mr.
Gromyko that while we had undertaken to support Poland for this
committee and would continue to do so if he insisted, we felt it might
be wiser to try to elect Poland to the Chairmanship of Committee 5. In
so doing we explained to Mr. Gromyko that because of the load it would
be carrying and of the importance at this time of budgetary considera-
tions, we considered Committee 5 next in importance in this Assembly
to Committee 1.

Mr. Gromyko, after some consideration, replied that he could not
consider this switch as we had agreed to support Poland for Commit-
tee 3, and while he admitted that Committee 5 was of importance to us
and to a considerable extent also to the Soviet Union, it was not of
importance to a smaller state like Poland and that he believed Poland
would not be interested in Committee 5.

Thereupon we assured Mr. Gromyko that we would continue our
support of Poland for Committee 3 but warned him that in the light of
the support which Mr. Malik had in the Assembly, we did not feel
that this election would be by any means an easy one.

* Slates for elections.

2 See infra. Mr. Hector McNeil was Minister of State (Foreign Office) in the
British Government and second-ranking official on the British Delegation to the
General Assembly.
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IO Files:US/A/362

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorx,] September 16, 1947.
Participants: Mr. Hector McNeil, Acting Chairman, United King-
dom Delegation
Adlai Stevenson, United States Delegation
Mr. Charles Bohlen, United States Delegation
- Mr. Hayden Raynor, United States Delegation

Immediately following the adjournment of this morning’s Plenary
Session, Mr. McNeil asked Mr. Stevenson and me to sit down with
him to discuss the matter of the slate for this committee [General
Committee]. His slate was quite at variance with our views on the
matter. We were in agreement as to the President and having the five
permanent members as Vice Presidents, and also as to Mexico occupy-
ing another Vice Presidency. The United Kingdom slate, however,
contained the name of Cuba, for the Vice Presidency.

‘We were in agreement as to the candidacy of Bech (of Luxemburg)
as Chairman of Committee 1. The British desired Poland placed on
Committee 2 and maintained this position despite our protestations
that the Soviets had made the most strenuous kind of plea to have the
Chairmanship of Committee 3. As to Committee 8, Mr. McNeil ex-
pressed a strong preference for Mr. Malik of the Lebanon. The British
list contained Sweden for Committee 4. They were willing to have a
Latin American, probably Panama, for Committee 5 and made a
rather strong point of India being given the Chairmanship of Com-
mittee 6. We discussed in some detail the difficulties which this slate
would give us and particularly referred to the Soviets’ desire for three
seats on the General Committee, to which we had concurred. Mr.
Hector McNeil made a rather strong point as to the desirability of
giving the Soviets only two seats on the General Committee. We
agreed to take the British suggestions up with our Delegation and to
discuss the matter again with Mr. McNeil as soon as possible.

Following a meeting of the Advisers of the Delegation with Mr.
Bohlen following a consultation with Mr. Gromyko and several of his
advisers, this matter was again discussed with Mr. McNeil during
lunch. We explained to Mr. McNeil that the Soviets were unwilling
to agree to Poland being switched from Committee 3 to some other
= commlttee such as 5 and that we therefore felt compelled to continue
to support Poland for the third committee.

The British reluctantly agreed to go along on this and most re-
luctantly agreed to go along on the Ukraine for the seventh Vice
Presidency, following our agreement to drop Iran from our slate in
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favor of India. This resulted in the slate which was elected by the
Assembly during the afternoon, with the exception of course of the
vote for Cuba instead of the Ukraine for the seventh Vice Presidency.

1 Regarding the September 16 elections, see delegation memorandum of Sep-
tember 18, Doc. US/A /347, p. 130.

IO Files : US/A/336
Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Adlai E. Stevenson of the
' ‘ ‘United States Delegation

SECRET - [New Yorx,] September 17, 1947.

Participants: Honorable Hector McNeil, United Kingdom Repre-
sentative to the General Assembly
Gladwyn Jebb,® United Kingdom Delegation to the
1 " (Feneral Assembly
John Rob,? United Kingdom Delegation to the General
Assembly
‘Adlai Stevenson, United States Delegation

Hector McNeil invited me to lunch today to discuss elections to the
Security Council. He expressed the view that Czechoslavakia would
prefer not to be elected to the Security Council for obvious reasons
and also because it preferred to be reelected to the Economic and
Social Council. He is personally sympathetic with this position and
seems to attach considerable importance to Czechoslovakia’s continua-
tion on the Economic and Social Council.

As an alternative to Yugoslavia or Ukrainia he proposed, personally
and without consultation with the Foreign Office, India, because (1)
he does not believe U.S.S.R. entitled necessarily to two places on the
Security Council; (2) he sees no satisfactory alternative to Czecho-
slavakia; (3) India wants the position to further her effort to gain
Asiatic leadership, and (4) India might be the least unpalatable to
U.S.S.R. of the States-outside the Eastern European block.

He asked for some reaction from the American Delegation by
Thursday afternoon because he had not submitted this proposal to
‘Bevin?and deemed it useless to do so if we were hostile to his idea.

His Delegation does not support him in this entirely. Although
I gathered that some of them, at least, share his views that the U.S.S.R.
is not necessarily entitled to two seats on the Security Council and are
sympathetic to the position of Czechoslavakia, they have some mis-
giving about the behavior of India on the Security Council were she

1H. M. G. Jebb, Principal Adviser of the British Delegation to the General
Assembly. )

2J. V. Rob, Private Secretary to the Minister of State (McNeil).

3 Ernest Bevin, British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.



130 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

elected, and even greater misgiving about finding a suitable alternative
if India was not elected.

I also gathered that the United Kingdom Delegation does not con-
sider the Ukraine intolerable as a candidate for the Security Council.
Further, there seems to be a feeling in their Delegation that by sup-
porting India for the Security Council and Czechoslavakia for reelec-
tion to the Economic and Social Council, they would not only antag-
onize U.S.S.R. but also Poland which aspires to Czechoslavakia’s seat
on the Economic and Social Council.

McNeil was quite candid about the division in his Delegation and
his reluctance to pursue his idea further without an indication of our
position. He concluded by saying that he had not consulted Canada
with regard to their view of the effect of his proposal on Canada’s
candidacy for the Security Council, i.e., two Dominions.

In this conversation McNeill also indicated to me that Argentina
was making a strong bid for the Economic and Social Council and that
his Delegation might have to support her for “bread and butter”
Treasons.

On the matter of financing the Headquarters building McNeil’s
“confident guess” was that the Cabinet would prefer to go ahead if a
private or Government-dollar loan was forthcoming from this country
so that the immediate dollar demand on the United Kingdom would
be minimized. He did not seem to feel strongly about the “indignity”
of a private loan.

1O Files: US/A/347
United States Delegation Working Paper

MEemoraANDUM
SECRET [New Yorg,] September 18, 1947.

DreveLormeNTs WiTH REGARD TO THE ELECTION OF THE (GENERAL
ComMriTtee DuriNg THE COURSE OF THE ASSEMBLY SESSIONS ON
SerTEMBER 161

1. After the opening session of the Assembly, on the morning of
September 16, Advisers to the United States Delegation held a caucus
in the Main Assembly Hall at Flushing. Among the salient facts re-
vealed in a generally confused situation were the following:

a. Ambassador Austin had talked with Brazil’s Ambassador Muniz,
who was extremely upset by our support for Evatt.

1For the official proceedings, see United Nations, Official Records of the Gen~
eral Assembly, Second Session, Plenary Meetings (hereafter cited as GA (II),
Plenary), vol. 1, pp. 9 ff.
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b. The Arab and Near Eastern States would cast their votes for
Evatt but the Arabs were extremely desirous of electing Malik
(Lebanon) as Chairman of Committee 8. They did not wish to have a
Pol]ioslh Chairman in a Committee which might deal with the refugee
problem.

¢. The Big Five Meeting which had been scheduled for 5: 00 p. m.,
September 15 was delayed by the Security Council meeting until late
in the evening. Ambassador Austin did not attend. The §oviets put
forward at that meeting demands for Vice Presidencies on the General
Committee for Poland and the U.S.S.R.; for the Chairmanship of
Committee 3 for the Ukraine ; and for the Vice Chairmanship of Com-
mittee 4 for Byelorussia; the rapporteurship of Committee 2 for
Czechoslovakia; and the rapporteurship of Committee 6 for Yugo-
slavia. Mr. Gromyko was reported as determined to secure a Chair-
manship for Manuilsky.? Having failed to get the Chairmanship of
Committee 1 for him, Gromyko was now asking for the Chairmanship
of Committee 3.

d. The British slate, which had been communicated to Hayden
Raynor, was as follows:

For Vice Presidents, the Big Five, Mexico and Cuba;

For'Chairman of Committee 1, Bech;

For Chairman of Committee 2, Poland ;

For Chairman of Committee 8, Lebanon ;

For Chairman of Committee 4, Sweden ;

For Chairman of Committee 5, India;

For Chairman of Committee 6, Panama.

The British thus proposed to reduce the representation of the East-
ern bloc on the General Committee to two states.

e. Mr. Adlai Stevenson, having discussed the Russian slate with
Gromyko, reported that the latter was insisting on having the Chair-
manship of Committee 3, although he would agree to give it to Poland,
with a Vice Presidency for Manuilsky. Mr. Stevenson thought that
Gromyko might be persuaded to shift Poland to the Chairmanship of
Committee 2. Ambassador Dawson was strongly of the opinion, how-
ever, that because of our embarrassment in the matter of Aranha, we
must support the choice of the Latin Americans—Chile—for the
Chairmanship of Committee 2.

2. In the light of this information, it was agreed to try to meet the
desires of the Latin Americans, the Arab States, and the British in as
great a degree as possible by revising the United States slate as follows::

Committee 1  Luxembourg;

Committee 2  Chile;

‘Committee 3 Lebanon;

‘Committee 4  Iran or, possibly Sweden;

‘Committee 5  Poland (but only if the Russians agreed) ;

Committee 6  Panama, or Sweden or Canada (if Aranha were

elected President)

?Dmitri Z. Manuilsky Chairman of the Ukranian Delegation to the General
Assembly.
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8. Since Gromyko refused to consider the Chalrmanshlp of Com-
mittee 5 for Poland, the United States slate was again revised shortly
after 2: 00 p. m., September 16 as follows:

Committee 1  Luxembourg;

Committee 2  Chile;

Committee 3  Poland;

Committee 4 = Panama or, if Aranha were elected President, New

‘ Zealand ;

Committee 5  India;

Committee 6  Syria. : _
In a luncheon conversation between Hector McNeil and Stevenson,
who were joined by Sandifer, the British agreed to this slate.

4. After the election of Aranha, Panama was dropped from our .
slate, and the remaining candldates for Committee chairmen were
elected without difficulty. :

501.BB/9-1847

Memorandwm of Telephone C’on@ersatwn, bg/ the Deputg/ Director of
the Office of American Republic Affairs (Woodward )

[WasHINGTON,] September 18, 1947.

In the absence of Assistant Secretary of State Armour, I received
a long distance telephone call from Ambassador Pawley 2 in which he
said that there was considerable Brazilian concern that the U.S. Dele-
gation at the United Nations organization had not voted for Dr.
Aranha for the Presidency of the General Assembly. Ambassador
Pawley said that he had made the following explanations informally
to the interested Brazilians but that he wished to have some official
confirmation of these explanations from me, if they were correct.

Ambassador Pawley said that he had surmised that the principal
explanation was that the U.S. Government had the impression that Dr.
Aranha was not willing to accept the Presidency. Moreover, Ambas-
sador Pawley said that he assumed this distinction would normally be
shared sufficiently by various countries so that a citizen of one country
would not normally expect to be elected to the position two times in
a row.

I told Ambassador Pawley that it was my understandmg that his
explanations were exactly correct, that our Delegation was committed
to the support of another ca,ndidate before it had any reason to believe
that Dr. Aranha might be willing to accept the Presidency. I com-

* Robert F. Woodward.
2William Pawley, Rio de Janeiro.
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mented that, of course, our Delegation and our Government was very
pleased now that Dr. Aranha had accepted the nomination and had
been elected to the Presidency of the Assembly.

10 Files: US/A/402

Memorandum by Ambassador William Dawson of the United States
Delegation Staff of Adwisers

SECRET . : . [New Yorg,] September 21, 1947.
~ CANDIDACY OF ARGENTINA FOR SECURITY COUNCIL

When I saw Aranha this afternoon with regard to another matter,
he took occasion to bring up the question of Argentina’s candidacy
for the Security Council. He said that Argentina has the backing of
sixteen Latin American countries and of a number of non-American
countries, including probably the Arab bloc. He gave me to under-
stand that he considers Argentina’s chances excellent and that in his
opinion we would do well to give its candidacy our blessing.

I have the distinct impression that Aranha is working actively for
Argentina. Arce* was, I believe, the first to speak in the Latin Ameri-
can caucus against Aranha’s withdrawal from the race for the General
Assembly presidency, and Argentina is no doubt supporting Brazil
for the Economic and Social Council.

Carias (Honduras)? and Padilla Nervo’ (Meznco)8 have informed
Ambassador Johnson that their respective Delegations are committed
to support Argentma for the Security Council, and Carias referred to
sentiment in Latin American circles in favor of Argentina, largely
on the ground that it has had no important United Nations post thus
far.

There seems good reason to believe that Argentina has strong Latin

American backmg and will probably emerge as the Latin American
candidate for the Security Council when the group again holds a
cauctis. (The group has not met since it last got together to discuss
Aranha’s candidacy for the General Assembly presidency).
. On the other hand, there are indications that Argentina’s candi-
dacy may meet with con51derable opposmon in other quarters. It will
presumably be- opposed by the Slav bloc and ‘perhaps by a number of
‘Western European States. The United Kinhgdom and France are
reportedly at best lukewarm towards Argeritina.

1 Dr. José. Arce, Permanent Representatwe of Argentma at the Umted Nations
and Head of the Argentinian Delegation to the Geéneral Assembly.

2 Dr. leurcio Carias, Chairman of the Honduran Delegation to the General
Assembly.

:Dr. Luls Padilla Nervo, Mexican Permanent Representative .at the Umbed
Nations.
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After a conference with Ambassador Johnson and Mr. Bohlen, it
was decided to take no action today and to await further developments.
before indicating to the Latin American group or to Aranha that we
- will support any candidate upon whom the Latin American Delega-
tions may agree.

We have thus far made no statement and given no indication con-
cerning our own views as regards a Latin American candidate for
the Security Council and in general we have been hesitant to initiate
discussion of the matter, lest we be pressed for an expression of our
views or lest whatever we say may be misconstrued. The only Latin
American candidate prominently mentioned to us by Latin American
Delegates as having their support or as being likely to be the Latin
American choice is Argentina.

[Further discussion follows.]

IO Files: US/A/M(Chr) /54

Minutes of the Tenth Meeting of the United States Delegation, New
York, September 22, 1947, 9:16 a. m.

SECRET

[Here follow- the list of persons (32) present and a discussion of
three agenda items.]

Security Council Slates

Ambassador Austin then raised again the question of elections to
the Security Council. Events had suggested, he said, the possibility
of reversing the Delegation position. Recalling the Delegation view
maintaining support for Czechoslovakia as the East European country
to replace Poland on the Security Council and the refusal to accept
any other East European country, he read from a memorandum of
conversation (US/A/412) with Papanek,’ in which the latter had
“literally pleaded” that the Delegation help keep Czechoslovakia off
the Security Council. Papanek, according to the memorandum, had
said Czechoslovakia on the Security Council would have to act as a
“complete puppet”, “following the party line” and hurting public
opinion in Czechoslovakia. He had said that the Czech Delegation
could not say publicly it did not wish to be on the Security Council,
but had argued that on the Economic and Social Council his country
could help maintain contact with the West. He had said also that
Czechoslovakia was under Russian pressure to sit on the Security
Council, but it had appeared unclear as to whether the United-States
had switched from the Ukraine or was merely considering whom to
back.

! Not printed.
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Ambassador Johnson reported that, at Ambassador Austin’s direc-
tion, he had told Gromyko that Czechoslovakia should serve or that
no East European country would be supported.? There was a doubt in
his mind, however, he said, whether the Delegation was really wise in
trying to keep an East European state off the Security Council simply
because it could not get Czechoslovakia. He observed that the United
States was engaged in bitter political warfare against the Soviet
Union, and said he agreed 100 per cent with that policy, but that until
the United States had broken with the Soviet Union, there was a moral
obligation to carry out the agreement made with the U.S.S.R. regard-
ing the continuous presence of two East European countries on the
Security Council. Ambassador Johnson sympathized with those to
whom the Ukraine was repugnant, but was not sure but that it would
be worse to oppose the Ukraine. He felt the issue which should be made
the occasion for such a step should be another one. Therefore, he felt
the Delegation might reconsider the matter. If the Ukraine went on
the Security Council, it would at least be known exactly where we
stood, for the Ukraine would simply be an echoing voice. There would
be no question of trying to influence the Ukraine, as in the case of
Czechoslovakia. He repeated that it was necessary to carry out the
obligations in commitments made to the U.S.S.R. during the organi-
zational period of United Nations and noted that Yugoslavia and
Byelorussia were the only other alternatives. The Delegation could not
possibly vote for Yugoslavia in view of the United States changes
[charges?] against that country.

Summing up the positions previously accepted : strong support for
Czechoslovakia; no pressure on Czechoslovakia if it refused; firm
opposition to the Ukraine, Yugoslavia or Byelorussia; support of
India, if Czechoslovakia was out, without mention of this previously
to the U.S.S.R. Ambassador Austin asked whether the Delegation
wished to review the question of firm opposition to Ukraine. He said
he was just going to leave it with the Delegation for consideration.

Mr. Stevenson asked whether Masaryk had been consulted in the
matter, in view of Papanek’s statement, and when this statement was
made. The Senator said it had been made the day before. Mr. Steven-
son then said he echoed Ambassador Johnson’s view on the Ukraine,
but asked whether discussion with Masaryk might not be advisable,
since what Papanek said seemed somewhat at variance with what
Masaryk had indicated. «

Ambassador Johnson raised the question of Argentina.’s Security
Council candidacy, which he called a corollary to the case of Czecho-
slovakia. He had canvassed the Latin Amerlcan delegations, he said,

3This point had been discussed at a Delegation meeting on September 19,
minutes not printed (Doc. US/A/M (Chr) /53).
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including Aranha (Brazil), and there was no doubt in his mind that
the bulk of them supported Argentina and thought it would be a good
thing if the United States did likewise. He had made it clear to Aranha,
that the Delegation would consider sympathetically any candidate
generally supported by the Latin Americans. No caucus of the Latin
Americans on the subject had been held as yet, but the feeling among
them seemed to be that Argentine Security Council membership was
in the logic of the situation. Several had said they felt Security Coun-
cil membership would have a sobering effect on Argentina. Aranha
had said he felt Argentina was unquestionably the greatest power in
Latin America and that it would be a good thing to get it definitely
on our side by support.

Mr. Bohlen explained that the Department’s opposition to the
Ukraine had nothing to do with the fact the United States was en-
gaged in political warfare with the Soviet Union. It was based rather
on the fact that the Ukraine was not independent of the Soviet Union.
Ambassador Johnson agreed entirely, but pointed out that the United
States voted for Ukraine to be in the United Nations. What is the
good of throwing an East Asiatic country at Russia and saying take
this if not Czechoslovakia, he asked. He merely thought the situation
should be reconsidered, and that the fact that the Ukraine had no real
independent existence should not necessarily be decisive. Mr. Stine-
bower * added that the Ukraine had already been elected to the Eco-
nomic and Social Council, and that Byelorussia had since been elected
to replace it, and that the United States had thus already committed
itself that any independent country was eligible to United Nations
Councils. We would have to narrow the grounds for exclusion, he felt,
and would have to be careful what kind of argument we used against
the Ukraine. Mr. Stevenson agreed. He also agreed with Mr. Bohlen’s
general reasoning, but did not see how the Security Council was dif-
ferent from other United Nations Councils.

Mr. Bohlen said the Ukraine and Byelorussia were admitted into
the United Nations not on grounds of their independernice but on other
‘grounds. India and the Philippines had been admitted similarly, with-
out possessing full independence at the time. To be accepted into the
United Nations it was not necessary for a country to be fully inde-
pendent. In reply to Mr. Stinebower’s point, he recalled the special
qualifications clause for Security :Council membership. The Ukraine
did not have constltutlona,l mdependence, being bound by decisions of
a central government. |

Ambassador J olmson then mdmated he felt 1f the Ukrame was to

g

“Leroy D Stinebower, member of the United States Delegation Staﬁ of
Advisers. . TR P . :
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be opposed that the Delegatlon should be prepa,red to state the reason,
publicly.

Mr. Bohlen sald the Department would prefer Yugoslavia to the
Ukraine because there was hope that the situation there was a tempo-
rary  phenomenon, . whereas the Ukrainian status was permanent.
Yugoslavia enjoyed all the prerogatlves ‘of an: mdependent nation, he
pointed out. .

The meetlng ad]oumed a,t 10: 30 _ SR

. Roger MaNN

10 Piles: US/A/430. " . . ' :
. Memorandum of UOnQ;ersatwn, by Mr. J olm C; Ross of the Umted
States Delegatwn Sta]‘}’ of Admsers

CONFIDENTIAL [New York,] Septembér 22, 1947

Participants: Dr. H. V Evatt Austrahan Delegation
Col. W.R. Hodgson, Australian Delegation
. Mr. Adlai Stevenson, United States Delegation
* Mr. John C. Ross, United States Delegation

. Colonel Hodgson asked me where we stood on our slate for the Eco-
nomic and Social Counoll T evaded his. question by telling him that we
had not yet i;ormulated a definite slate and asked him where h1s Dele-
gation stood. ’

The, Colonel said that Austraha, was gomg all out for a place on the
Economlo and Secial Councﬂ ‘This had been talked over with Evatt
who is strongly forit.

On the Security Council, the Colonel sald Austraha was opposed
to any of the Eastern European countries. :

The Colonel was interrupted at this point by a member of the Indian
Delega,tlon and I joined Dr. Evatt and Mr. Stevenson who were dis-
cussing the same subject.

Evatt expressed himself in even stronger terms than ‘Hodgson with
regard to Australia’s desire to get on the Economic and Socml Council.

- He conﬁrmed that Australia was strongly against any of the Eastern
European countries for the Security Council.

While we were talking, Hodgson ]omed us and reported that the
Indmn Delegate who had 1nterrupted our earlier conversation had just
told him that it had been decided Wlth M‘Ldame Pandit at lunch that
India was. WlthdraWIHO' from the Economic and Soclal Councﬂ race

- and wanted to go out strongly for the Securlty Couneil.

In summary- it:was quite apparent that a deal between Australia
and India is in the making whereby Austr alia will strongly support
India’ for the Security Counci and Indla will support Australia for
the Economic and Social Council. :

335-253—T73——11
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Before our conversation ended, I asked Evatt if he would tell me
frankly how he felt about accepting the Chairmanship of the Palestine
Committee:

Evatt replied that he Would not want to aet caught-in a situation’
similar to the.one in which he found hlmself in the election for the
Presidency. He was not an active candidate ; he was certainly not going
to be a candidate against Mr. Pearson of Canada.

On the other hand if there were a substantially unanimous desire to
put him in this place, he would accept it. I gathered from this conversa-
tion that Evatt would like the job and feels there is important work to
be done; on the other hand, he does not want to run the slightest risk
of a rebuff of any kind.

501.BC/9—-2447 : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Representatwe at
the United Nations (Austin)

SECRET WasuiNeTON, September 24, 1947—1 p. m.
US URGENT

416. Personal for: Ambassador Austin from Armour.* Reports from
the Delegation suggest increasing support among the Latin American
Delegations for the candidacy of Argentina for a seat on the Security
Council. If this trend continues it seems likely that the conditions. es- -
tablished in our 412 Sept. 19 will shortly have been fulfilled and:that
you will be free to inform the Argentine Delegate 2 of our intention to
support his Government for election.?

We are seriously concerned and are exerting every endeavor to per-
suade the Argentine Government to join the International Emergency
Food Council. You are of course fully conversant with the important
position Argentina occupies as a supplier of cereals and other food
stuffs to a famine ridden Europe.

It seems to us therefore appropriate, particularly in light of Dr.
Arce’s personal respect for you, that when you approach hin’ glvlng J
assurances of our support in the Security Council election you should
bring the conversation around to Argentina’s key position as a sup-
plier of food and our confidence that a Government now on the point
of election to great international responsibility in the UN should be
equally ready to assume other important responsibilities in the IEFC.
It should be apparent also to Dr. Arce that should Argentina join this

1 Norman Armour, Assistant Secretary of State for Political Affairs.

2 Dr. José Arce.

3 Telegram 412 not printed. The Department had instructed the Delegation that
“you should tell the Latin American group that USDel will give most serious
and sympathetic consideration to the candidate of their choice.” (501.BC/9-1847)
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latter organization, European Members of the United Nations would

be predisposed by such action to vote for Argentina for the Security

Council. [Armour.] S : '
Repeated to Buenos Aires for information only.

: LoverT

IO Files: US/A/473

+Memoranduwm of Conversations, by Ambassador William Dawson
of the United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

SECRET _ . [NEW Yorxg,] September 25, 1947.
ArGENTINE CANDIDACY FOR SkcurITy COUNCIL

I saw Aranha early this morning and inquired as to any further
developments with regard to Argentina’s candidacy for the Security
Council. He repeated his previous statement to the effect that Argen-
tina had fourteen Latin American votes. I asked if any other Latin
American candidate were in the field. He said that no other country
had announced its candidacy but that Uruguay and Peru were possi-
bilities. He said that it was of course important that any Latin Ameri-
can candidate have pretty solid Latin American backing and be assured
of election.

I asked him if he could tell me what Latin American countries were
committed to Argentina. He said that he had a list but not with him.
I inquired whether the reported backing of fourteen countries was
based on information furnished by Arce. Aranha said that it was but.
that in a considerable number of cases he had confirmed the informa-
tion personally. v

I reminded Aranha of our desire to be informed as to the Latin
American choice and of our statement that we would give no advance
commitment of support but would of course give sympathetic eon-
sideration. Since Aranha had already mentioned Tuesday, September
30, as the probable date for the holding of the elections, I inquired
whether it would be possible for him to hold a caucus or obtain infor-
mation at an early date which would give us a more definite picture.
He said that he would ‘get the Latin American group together today.

This afternoon, Aranha informed me that he had gathered most of
the group in his office at Lake Success immediately after Iunch, that
he had ascertained the position of certain others, that he could now
assure me that Argentina is clearly the preferred I.atin American
candidate, that he has definite information as regards the attitude of
seventeen Latin American countries backing Argentina, and that the
only ones remaining to be heard from are Guatemala (whose Delegate
had previously expressed-to me a preference for Urnguay), Peru and
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Uruguay. Aranha believes (and I am disposed to agree) that both
Peru and Uruguay will join the group in supporting Argentina. I
am inclined to believe also that Guatemala will fall intoline.

As T had been in some doubt as to whether Panama and Venezuela
would view Argentina with much favor, I inquired specifically as to
the attitude of both countries. Aranha said that both the Venezuelan
and Panamanian Delegates were definitely for Argentina. He added
that Alfaro (Panama) had made the statement that in fact there was
a commitment last year on the part of the Latin American group to
support Argentina this year. Aranha noted also that Belt,' who had
mentioned Cuba’s candidacy at one time, is now for Argentina.

Aranha stated that the Arabs will vote for Argentina and he ex-
pressed the belief that as matters stand Argentina should obtain forty
votes (enough to elect it on the first ballot). .

*Dr. Guillermo Belt, Cuban Permanent Representative at the United Nations.

10 Files: US/A/479

M emomnolum of Oon’uersatwn, by Mr. Theodore C. Achilles of the
" United States Delegation Staff of Advisers '

CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorg,] September 25, 1947.

~'Mr. Péarson was worried over the effect on Canada of India’s efforts
to get a seat on the Security Council. He stated that Canada had been
anxious to avoid any intercommonwealth contest for the seat and some
weeks ago had been assured by Bajpai* that India had no interest in-
the Security Council. It now appeared that the Indian Government
had left the question to Mrs. Pa,ndlt’s decision, and tha,t she was al] ‘
out for a seat.

He expressed conﬁdence that the Western European states Would g
vote for Canada, and the Arabs for India. He inquired as to the Latin
American attitude. After consulting Ambassador Dawson, I later
advised him that Aranha expected the Liatin American states to vote
almost golidly for Canada Pearson said he would also have a word:
with Aranha. ~ i

He expressed reluctance to see Czechoslovakla. forced on the Secu-
rity Councﬂ and felt that the Ukralne would be the lesser of the two
evils. .

Canada would vote for Argentina. :

‘Pearson also commented that the Russians seemed to be very much
on the defensive and anxious to resume the offensive but that they were
having dlfﬁculty in ﬁndmo means of doing so.

flf%r Girja Shankar Bajpai, Secxemly General, Indian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs.
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IO Files:US/A/487

Memorandum of Conversation, by Ambassador William Dawson of
the United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

SECRET : N . [New Yorg,] September 25, 1947.

In connection with our discussion today of the Latin' American
candidacy for the Security Council, Aranha inquired as to our other
candidates. I told him they were Canada and Czechoslovakia. He said
that he would work with the Latin American group to assure support
for both countries. He expressed particular interest in Canada, to
which country Brazil has been committed for some time. I told him
(pursuant to a conversation with Mr. Raynor) that it would be well to
line up Latin American support for Canada promptly before any of
the group committed themselves to India which may be soliciting votes.
With regard to Czechoslovakia, he said the Czechs had told a number
of Latin American Delegations they do not want to be on the Security
Council (for the same reasons given us). I said that we were never-
theless maintaining Czechoslovakia on our list and that we hope it
will be elected.

As respects the Economic and Social Council and the Trusteeship
Council, I told Aranha I would endeavor to let him have our definitive
lists tomorrow. He knows, of course, that we are supporting Brazil for
the Economic and Social Council. He consulted his instructions and
said that Denmark is the only country to which Brazil is already
committed for the Economic and Social Council. He expressed the
opinion that India should be re-elected, since, if it fails of election to
the Security Council (and he considers Canada much the more desira-
ble candidate), India with its 300,000,000 inhabitants will otherwise
not be on any Council. I told him that I did not believe that we could
support India or for that matter any country outside of the Big Five
for re-election. He said he thought that in the particular case of India
an exception ought to be given serious consideration.

Aranha inquired whether there would be a place on our slate for
the Trusteeship Council for a Latin American country. I said I was
quite sure this would not be the case.
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10 Files: US/A/488

Memorandum of Conversation, by Ambassador William. Dawson ‘of
the United States Delegation Staff of Adwisers

SECRET - . [New Yorg,| September 26, 1947.

Pursuant to Aranha’s request of last evening, I called on him this
-afternoon to give him our Economic:and Social Council and Trus-
teeship Counci! slates as follows (checking first with Mr. Raynor) :

Economic and Social Council : Brazil, Denmark, Iran, Po-
land, U.S.S.R., and United
Kingdom

Trusteeship Council: Philippines and Norway

Aranha took note, interposed no objection, and indicated that he
intended to bring the slates to the attention of the Latin American
group.

He requested that our Delegation put in a word for DBrazil (for
Economic and Social Council) with the Delegations of Iceland,
Liberia, Ethiopia, and Siam. I told him we would be glad to do this.

In the course of our conversation, Aranha said that he had a letter
from Evatt urging Australia’s candidacy for Economic and Social
Council and that Mme. Pandit had requested support for India for the
Security Council or, failing this, for re-election to the Economic and
Social Council. He said that both candidacies might well complicate
the situation. He referred to the strongly expressed desire of the Czechs
not to be on the Security Council and suggested that, if they were
dropped, India might replace them. I said that the Russians would
presumably not be satisfied with this; that we were keeping Czecho-
slovakia on our list; and that, as respects India, it had fared extremely
well in the distribution of United Nations posts, that it might well
wait a year before resuming a place on some United Nations Council,
- and that in its new status it would have plenty of domestic problems
to occupy its attention. With regard to Australia, I said that with
Canada and New Zealand already on Economic and Social Council the
election of a third Dominiop (and particularly one so close geograph-
ically to New Zealand) probably offer difficulties, and that in any case,
as far as we were concerned, we were already firmly committed to
Brazil, Denmark, Iran, and Poland.
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IO Files: US/A/489"

Memorandum by Ambassador Wzllwm Da'wson of the Umted States
Delegation Staff of Advisers :

SECRET ' . [New York,] September 26, 1947.
ARGENTINE CANDIDACY FOR SECURITY CouNoIL

&mbassador Austm saw Arce at Lake Success at about 11: 00 a. m.
today and, after informing him of our decision to support Argentina
for the Security Council as the preferred candidate of the Latin
American group, discussed with him the desirability of Argentina’s
adhering to the International Emergency Food Council and the Food
and Agriculture Organization (along the lines suggested in the De-
partment’s recent telegram). Ambassador Austin had to resume at
once his post as Chairman of the Headquarters Committee but got
word to me through Mr. Ross that Arce had suggested that our Am-
bassador in Buenos Aires see President Peron personally with regard
to Argentina’s adherence and in so doing mention the effect of such
action as a contribution to the struggle against Communism. I con-
veyed this message to Mr. McClintock * by telephone.
~ Shortly after his interview with Ambassador Austin, Arce ap-
proached me and told me of their conversation, expressing his gratifi-

cation. He said that he would telegraph his Government tdday
concerning the desirability of prompt adherence to the two organiza-
tions. I took advantage of the opportunity to tell Arce (and Mufioz ?
who was with him) that I was sure they understood that we were not
making a deal or driving a bargain, that we were of course not tying
any strings to our support of Argentina as the preferred Latin Ameri-
can group candidate, and that in referring to the matter of adherence
to the International Emergency Food Council and the Food and Agri-
culture Organization we were merely making a friendly suggestion
in what we considered Argentina’s own interest. Arce and Mufioz said
that Ambassador Austin had made this plam and that they would
make it plain to their Government 8

1 Robert M. McClintock, Special Assistant to the Director of the Office of Special
Political Affairs (Rusk).

?Rodolfo Mufioz, Counsellor of the Permanent Delegatlon of Argentina to the
United Nations.

2 The substance of this memorandum was transmitted by the Department to the
Embassy in Buenos Aires in telegram 908, to Buenos Aires, September 26, 6 p. m.
The Ambassador was requested to see President Peron personally and to stress
to him that Argentina’s participation in the International Emergency Food Coun-
cil (IEFC) would have “considerable effect in combating spread of communism in
Europe and elsewhere in the world.” (501.BC/9-2647)
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Arce said that he would be very happy to discuss adherence and
Argentine cooperation with Mr. Thorp. when the latter returns from
Washington and that they might lunch together for the purpose.

WiLLiam Dawsow

I0 Files: US/A/515

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of the
United Smtes Delegatwn Staff o/’ Admsers ’

CONFIDENTIAL : [New Yorxk,] September 30 [29], 1947

Participants: Dr. Evatt, Australian Delegation
Senator Austin, United States Delegation
Mzr. Ross, United States Delegation
‘Mr. Raynor, United States Delegation

Following earlier conversations between several members of the
United States Delegatlon and Dr. Evatt, and as agreed in our delega-
tion meeting this morning,! it was arranged for Senator Austin to
speak to Dr. Evatt around 3 o'clock this afternoon Senator Austin
confirmed the information previously given to Dr. Evatt and other
Australians that due to other commitments made by us prior to our
knowledge of Australia’s desire for a seat on the Economic and Social
Council, we could not add Australia to our list of candidates. It was
further explained, however, that we were most sympathetic to the
Australian desire for a seat on this council and hoped that they would
be successful.

Senator Austin also told Dr. Evatt that Austraha would be our first
alternate choice in the event that one of our original candidates loses
out and felt it would be possible for us to switch to Australia at the
appropriate time following the initial ballot if this should occur. Dr.-
Evatt asked if it would be possible for us to let this be known to the
other delegations and we told him that we would. He also requested,
and after consultation we agreed, that in any list of our candidates for
the Economic and Social Council that we gave to anyone we would
add the name of Australia at the end in brackets

1 The question of Austraha S candidacy for the Economic and Social Council
was discussed at:'some length at this Delegation meeting, minutes not printed
(Doc. US/A/M (Chr) /56, September 29). Text of a letter from the Australian
Delegation Chairman, Mr. Evatt, to the Secretary of State, dated September 26,
is included- in the: minubes
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IO Files: US/A/510

Memorandum: of C';mersatfoo’n, by Mfr H arley A N otter of tlw Umted
States Delegation Staff of Advyisers .

CONFIDENTIAL o [New Yorg,] September 29, 1947.

Mr. Hadow * told me near three o’clock today in the lounge at Lake
Success:that he and his colleagues had noted during the day a rapid
development (a) ‘against the geographic principle, and () also
against “blindly” voting any longer for a set number of satellites.

He mentioned as a fact that some Latin-American states were likely
to vote for India rather than Canada for the Security Council. The
risk that Canada might lose worried the British very much. The
British were: boosting India and Canada, and they hoped we could
stiffen support for Canada. Czechoslovakia might not be elected to
the Security Council he believed, because of the (b) factor above. The
British were pressing Australia for the Economic and Social Council.

As to the Economic and Social Council, we spoke further at five
o’clock in the driveway at Lake Success. He replied to my question
that Mr. Evatt had taken Mr. Austin’s conversation “very well” and
was “happy” to have our support on the second ballot if someone or
other of our slate failed to win. He said “Mr. Evatt is anxious now
for the news to be spread”—whereupon he leaped into his waiting
motor. \

1R. H. Hadow, Adviser, British Delegation.

10 Files: US/A/521
United States Delegation Working Paper

SECRET o [New York,] September 80, 1947.
" StaTos oF SraTEs For Councin ELECTIONS !

I. SECURITY COUNCIL BALLOTING AT PLENARY SESSIONS, TUESDAY,
: ‘ SEPTEMBER 80

1. Argentina and Canada were elected on the first ballot, receiving
41 votes each, the two-thlrds majority requlred for election being 38
with 57 ba,llots cast.

2. On this ballot the Ukraine recelved 33 votes; India, 29; Czecho-
- slovakia, 8; Uruguay, 8; Ethiopia, 1; Greece, 1; Guatemala, 1; Philip-
pine Republic, 1. Under the rules, voting then proceeded on the

! For the proceedings of the Generallv Assenibly in the-elections to Councils on
September 30, see GA (II), Plenary, vol. 1, pp. 320 ff.
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Ukraine and India for the one remaining position. Six further ballots
as follows were taken before a vote adjourning the further balloting
until Wednesday morning : : : :

Second ballot ) ~ Fifth ballot
Ukraine ............ 29 Ukraine®. . .......... 33
India ............... 24 India ............. .. 28

Third ballot- = - Rizth ballot
Ukraine ............ 29 Ukraine. ............ 34
India ............... 25 India ............... 29

Fourth ballot : Seventh ballot
Ukraine ............ 30 : Ukraine . .......... 33
India ............... 25 India ............... 23

3. The United States slate for this election was Canada, Czecho-
slovakia, and Argentina, with the understanding that our vote would
be switched to India if Czechoslovakia dropped out. The United
States vote was cast for India on all ballots following the first one.
The fact of our support for India was given in response to all queries
concerning our position after the first ballot.

II. EXTRACT FROM AGENDA MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNITED STATES
DELEGATION ON ITEMS ARISING AT THE PLENARY SESSIONS ON TUESDAY,
SEPTEMBER 30

4. “Election of Three Non-Permanent Members of the Security
Council. The election is by secret ballot, with a two-thirds majority
required. There are no nominations. The United States will vote for
Argentina, Canada and Czechoslovakia. If Czechoslovakia is elimi-
nated from the ballot through failure to gain a sufficient number of
votes, or if it appears that it is impossible for Czechoslovakia to gain
a seat, the United States will shift its support to India at the appro-
priate time.”

5. “Llection of Siw Members of the Economic and Social Council.
The method of voting is the same as that used for the Security Council.
The United States slate consists of Brazil, Denmark, Iran, Poland,
USS.E., and United Kingdom. If any vacancy should develop on our
list, either through voluntary withdrawal of one of our candidates or
its elimination in the course of the balloting, Australia would be the
first state to which we would shift our support.

~Nore: Other alternative candidates, 1f more than one of the states
on our slate is not elected, will depend on the outcome of the Security
Council election and of the first ballot on the Fconomic and Social
Council. ‘Selection would be made from India, Czechoslovakia and
Siam if they are in the running.” ‘ _ :

6. “Election of Two Members of the Trusteeship Council. The elec-
tion is held in the same manner as that for the Security Council and
for the Economic and Social Council. Qur candidates are Norway
‘and the Philippines.” 7 v S
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III. UNITED STATES SLATES FOR THE SECURITY COUNCIL, ECONOMIC AND
SOCIAL COUNCIL AND TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL

Security Council

Elected on first ballot, September 30
Argentina
Canada
Eligible Candidates
Ukraine
India

Economic and Social Council?

Brazil Poland

Denmark U.S.S.R.

Iran UK.
(Australia, contingent upon the development of
a vacancy in the slate)

Trusteeship Council ®
Philippines
Norway

*In balloting on October 1, Brazil, the United Kingdom, Denmark, the Soviet
Union, and Poland were elected to the Economic and Social Council; see ibid.,
pp.. 329 ff.

3The General Assembly balloted on the election of additional members to the
Trusteeship Council on October 1, with no result ; see ibid., pp. 334 and 335.

IO Files: US/A/528

Memorandum by Mr. Murray M. Wise of the United States Delegation
Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL ‘ [New York] September 30, 1947.

Uxitep States DELEGATION LiArsoN wiTH LATIN AMERICAN
DELEGATIONS

During the past few days criticisms have reached us, particularly
through Castro of El Salvador,* Correa of Ecuador,? and Carias of
Honduras, to the effect that there is not enough consultation between
the United States and the Latin American Delegations, and that the
United States Delegates are not represented at the Latin American
caucuses. There has also been some criticism that the United States

1 Dr. Hector David Castro, Chairman of the Salvadoran Delegation to the
General Assembly.

2 Dr. José A. Corréa, Secretary General of the Permanent Delegation of Ecuador
to the United Nations.
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Delegation is not taking enough initiative with the Latin' American
Delegates on certain questions such as Slates and the Palestine
question.

In so far as I or any otuer member of Ambassador Dawson’s team
is aware, we have received no invitations either direct or indirect to
be present at Latin American caucuses, and I am not sure that it would
be advisable to be present. In fact I can see how it would be detri-
mental in the long run. I believe the Latin American resentment re-
ferred to in the first paragraph may stem primarily from the fact
that they desire to be consulted or have closer contact with the United
States Delegates rather than to Advisers, :

Last year during the Assembly I was approached in Washington
by certain Ambassadors from the Central American countries who
stated that they believed an error being made at the General Assembly
was that of not having Ambassador Austin call the Latin Americans
together periodically, state the United States position with respect to
the problems on the A genda, and then call for discussions which would
lead to more united decisions among the American Delegations. It
was stated that quick and brief conversations in the corridors, the
lobbies, or in Committees or General Assembly sessions was inadequate
and not particularly agreeable to the Latin American Delegates.

The foregoing has been given a great deal of consideration but no
practical way of having Latin American heads of delegations consult
directly with the United States Delegates of high rank has been found.
Furthermore, developments are so fast sometimes that time does not
permit conversations of the nature apparently desired by the Latin
Americans.

Murray WisE

501.BB/9-3047 : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Representative
at the United Nations (Austin)

SECRET | WasHINGTON, September 30, 1947—S8 p. m.
US URGENT

434. For US Delegation to General Assembly. Department has noted
impasse in balloting between Ukraine and India for Security Council
and considers it of great importance that USDel continue to support
India. We should not shift our vote contrary to conviction and judg-
ment merely to precipitate decision or to line up with winner. Eastern
European bloc failed to provide acceptable candidate partly because
one of its Members is now participating in aggressive acts in defiance
of UN, partly because two other Eastern European Members are in
fact component parts of USSR and share that country’s failure during
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past year to meet satisfactorily its obligations as member of SC, and
partly because the only candidate we could accept dechned to assume
SC responsibilities.

Under these circumstances, only acceptable course of action left open
to us is to support suitable cwndldate from outside of Soviet bloc.

Loverr

10 Files: US/A/M(Chr)/57

Minutes of the Thirteenth Meeting of the United States Delegation ta
the General Assembh , Vew York, October1,1947,9 : 15 a. m.

SECRET :

[Here follow the hst of persons (33) present and a discussion of the
voting for Security Council membership in the General Assembly on
September 30.]

Ambassador Austin said that late in the previous day’s meeting he
had talked with Faris Bey El-Khouri of Syria * who said in effect that
there were twelve votes for India and inquired whether it was possible
to move ten. If not, would the United States stick with India? Was
the United States willing to run the risk of making the United Nations
look ridiculous? The Ambassador said that he had replied that the
United States position would not be known until the next day. Thus
the matter stood. He calculated that if India had the Arabs, the Do-
minions, the United Kingdom, and the United States, it conservatively
had a solid nineteen votes. If all the Latins went the other way and
did not shift in the next one or two ballots then no matter what was
said they were strongly for the Ukraine.

Mr. Dulles said the Latin Americans were voting as a bloc in their
own interests. Ambassador Austin observed that the Ukraine would
win on the next ballot if the Arabs made up their minds to change. He
would not be surprised to see them shift. It was difficult for a great
country to shift at this stage, however, and he was sorry we had taken
the position we did. He thought it was bringing nothing but harm
to the United States and that it was going to be accused of blocking the
Soviets. He noted that the question had been decided two weeks ago

“and said that he pérsonally could not ‘change with a' good conscience,
although he had first taken a position in favor of the Ukraine: He
thought that the United States should stand firm and, if asked, should
say it was going to stay with the Indian candidacy.

Mr. Stevenson inquired whether India could be persuaded to with-
draw and thus prevent an aggravation of the situation. Mr. Raynor re-
ported that the United Kingdom discovered yesterday afternoon that

* Chairtiian of the Syrian Delegation to the General Assembly.
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India was going to stand firm. Mr. Kopper reported that the Middle
East and Far East Offices of the Department desired that the present
slate be supported.

Mr. Sandifer said that the press had a statement from Mrs. Pandit
saying that India would have to stand firm because otherwise a whole
area of the world would be unrepresented.

Secretary Marshall turned to Senator Vandenberg * and remarked
that he had sat in on the Rio discussions ® and asked his opinion on
the present matter. Senator Vandenberg replied that he had no com-
ment, for he was not sufficiently familiar with the question. He said
that he would be inclined to look for a candidate upon which all could
unite and asked about the possibility of Czechoslovakia. Mr. Sandifer
replied that it was not possible to vote for Czechoslovakia because
under the rules only the two top runners-up could be voted for to elect
the last Member of the Council.

The Secretary said that the decision involved whether or not the
United States should use its influence to try to break the Latin Ameri-
can bloc. He did not think that should be done. He thought there was
a limited chance for such a move to succeed. He did not think the
Delegation should try to persuade India to drop out. That would be
a very complicated maneuver with dangerous possibilities. He thought
a vote should be cast for India and nothing be said about it.

Mr. Ross observed that the Delegation needed flexibility in case of
a deadlock. The Secretary replied that he expected a deadlock. Mr.
Stinebower inquired if a deadlock arose whether about seven of those
who were voting for India might be induced to abstain. Mr. Dulles
said that he did not think the situation could be met by devious
methods. He observed Wryly that it seemed that United States support
was the kiss of death in the General Assembly, for there were twenty
votes against the United States. .

The: Secretary said that better prepamtlon on the slates was needed
for the next Assembly. He thought it would be most unfortunate. if
we entered a situation in which there was a small chance of succeeding
as in-the present one whlch pnn,ted the Umted States very badly

. . S e o .

Mr Stevenson thou«rht that the situation had been made dlﬁicult
because the United States had pu'shed Czechoslovakla for the Secumty

2 Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg, Ohalrman of the Committee on Foreign Rela-

tions of the United States Senate, was present apparéntly as a guest. Senator
‘Vandenberg had been a Representative of the United States'to the General As-
sembly at the London and New York meetings: of the First Session- of .the Gen-
eral Assembly in 1946.
-~ 3The reference is t6 the Inter-American Conference for the Maintenance of
Continental Peace and Security which met at Rio de Janiero August 15-Septem-
ber 2, 1947. Senator Vandenberg was a. United States delegate to the conference.
For documentatlon on this conference, see vol. v, pp. 1 ff.
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Council against its will. Ambassador Austin said that that was the
real trouble.

The Secretary inquired what was suggested.if on two ballots the
deadlock :were not broken. Mr. Dulles said that he would stay with
India until further developments made it necessary to reconsider. He
said he did not feel that after going so far he would desert India.

The Secretary said that as matters now stood the United States
would vote for India and, if asked, it must say that it is voting for
India.t -

[Here follows br1ef dlscussmn of another subject.]

* The October 1 ballot;mg in the Gene-ral Assembly continued the deadlock be-
tween the Ukraine and India; see GA (II), Plenary, pp. 328 and 329.

IO Files: US/A/549

Memorandum by Ambassador Wzllwm Dawson of the Umted States
- .Delegation Staff of Advisers

SECRET - - " :}  [Nmw YORK,] October 2, 1947.

REASONS MorrIVATING LATIN ‘AMERICAN SUPPORT’ OF UKRAINE FOR
" Srourrry CouneiL; EsriMaTe 01-' SITUATION ACCORDING TO PRESENT
INFORM.ATION

The f0110w1ng summary is based on conversations had Wlth a con-
s1der_able number of Latin American Delegates by the members of the
ARA team and reported in individual memoranda:

Although several Latin American Delegates disclaim knowledge
of any deal or even profess to believe that no deal was made, there
can, I think, be no. doubt than an agreement was reached Wlth the
Russ1ans I thmk that Arce and Aranha both had a hand in this and
one Latin American Delegate mentioned the Guatemalan and Vene-
zuela,n De],egatlons ashavm played a role. L

However, I do nqt bel1eve that this deal i 1s the sole reason for the
continuing Latin American support of the Ukraine.

Knowing, that William Sanders of the Department is a close fr1end
of Dr Alberto Lleras Camartro (Dlrector General of the Pan, Amen-
can Umon Who was. in, Flushmg on Tuesday), I called him up this
afternoon. and said that, we should be interested in any information
regardmg Lleras Cama,rgos estimate of the. situation. Sanders said
that as Luck would, have. 1t he ‘had had a ’;alk w1th Lleras Camargo

that m ”upportmg jshe Ukrame the Latin Amerlcan group was actuated
pr1mar1ly and essentlally by 1ts respeot for the principle of reolonal
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representatlon Sanders said that Lleras Camargo had mentlone,d no
other motive.

Arguments based on respect for a principle bear considerable weight
with many Latin Americans— . . . In this particular case, they may
have some more selfish interest based on apprehension lest failure
to elect a Slav state might establish a precedent which could eventually
have the effect of depriving the Latin American group of its present
representation on the Security Council (as was, I believed, mentioned
this morning by Mr. Stevenson in reportmg his conversation Wlth a
Mexican Delegate).

Other considerations which may affect the thinking of some Latin
American Delegates are those noted by Ambassador Corrigan, namely
that failure to elect a Slav non-permanent member would stiffen the
Soviets in their opposition to any liberalization of the veto and that
certain Latin Americans wish to avoid anything that might tend
to sharpen the conflict between the Unlted States and the U.S.S.R.
Although I think that the Latin American group is definitely on our
side, I believe also that not a few Latin Americans are concerned over
the developing situation. Even some of our loyal friends, being less
familiar than we are with the Soviet mentality and attitude, probably
feel that an occasional friendly gesture towards Russia m~ight have a
generally beneficial effect from the standpoint of the United Nations.

Fma,lly, I am inclined to believe that Aranha not only played a
part in the deal with the Russians but has advocated continued sup-
port of the Ukraine. His motives are probably respect for the prin-
clple of regional representation and his personal desire to see this
session of the General Assembly prove a great success. Incidentally, a
tendency to favor compromise and avoid conflict ischaracteristic of
Brazilian diplomacy in general and of Aranha in partlcular (as he
demonstrated at the 1942 Rio Conference).

To sum up: I believe that the attitude of those Latin American
Delegations which support the Ukraine may be attributed in varying
degree to some or all of the following motives: A deal with-the- Slav
bloc for votes for Argentina; respect for the principle of reglonal
representation, coupled with the feeling that this prmclple is in the
Latin American interest; the belief that failure to give the Slavs a
non-permanent member would sharpen the United States-U.S.S.R.
conflict to the detriment of the United Natlons and Aranhas per-
sonal interest in a successful session.

Just how many Latin American Delegatlons are votmg for India
is not known. The number is estimated to be from 4 to 8. Wise has
information to the effect that at the present time the following coun-
tries are for India: Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Haiti,
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Paraguay. Arce told me this morning that
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he has voted. consistently for India but-is not letting people know
this. (It should be noted that Wise’s:information is not firsthand and
that it is not definitely known that all of the seven countries listed are
actually voting for India). It seems likely however that, if we were
interested in persuading them to do so, ten or more Latin American
Delegations might.be prepared elther to vote for India or to abstain
from voting."

WirLiam Dawsonx

10 Files: US/A/554 ,
Memorandum of Comversation, by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of the
Umted States Delegatwn Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL : . [New Yorxg,] chober 2, 1947.
[Here follows discussion of matters unrelated to the slates question. ]
Secumty Council Elections '

Mr. Papanek asked me what our views were about finding a solution
to this problem. I told him that so far the problem was one which
baffled us completely. He protested, perhaps a little too earnestly I
thought, that the Czechs did not understand the situation. He said
they had indicated the day before that they were willing to take the
assignment and then had apparently been thrown overboard for rea-
sons which they did not know or understand.

IO Files:US/A/555

Memorandum of OOﬂ/versatwn, by Mr. G Hayden Raynor of the
United States Delega,twn Sta)f of Adwvisers

CONFIDENTIAL [NEW YORK,] October 2, 1947,

~ Iinquired of Mr. Cockram ? if he or the British Delegation had any
ldea as to how the present impasse with respect to the Security Council
elections/might be broken, He said their present thinking was that the
matter should be allowed to simmer for the time being. His feeling is.
~_that as the support for the Ukraine is unprincipled support and has no
. quality of adhesiveness, it is likely to melt away as committee work
progresses assummg the Russians pursue their normally obnoxious
practlces m the various committees.
He told me the British were supporting: Siam for the Trusteeship
Council. He dodged “the" ‘quiestion “as to' whether they are _supporting
Norway and I suspect they may have voted for Costa Rica inasmuch as.

.t B, Cockram, Adviser from the Commonwealth Relatxons Oﬂice and on the
British Delegation Staff of*Advisers. .

335-2568—73——12
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Mr. Hadow was advocating the Costa Rican case strongly about the
lounge during the day. It therefore seems that this surprise move may
have at least in part been engineered by Mr. Hadow.

Mr. Cockram indicated that the British remained firmly opposed to
the candidacy of the Ukraine. They continue, as from the start, not
to view as seriously as we have the question of the Eastern group losing
its second seat. I also do not believe their opposition to the Ukraine is
based so much on principle as ours is. Although it is in part attributable
to that, it is more a matter of extreme dislike for Mr. Manuilsky. Mr.
Cockram, for instance, referred to the travesty which would result if
a State was elected to the Security Council, the foreign minister of
which, who theoretically-would be directing its policies on the Secur-
ity Councll had been censored for partiality in Commlttee 1last year
by a vote of 45 to 6 as happened to Mr. Manuilsky.

The British confirm information received from various other sources
that as late as 5 p. m. on Monday the Czechs and the Poles were letting
it be known that Czech was the Eastern European candidate. In fact,
the British say they had it in wrltmg from the Russians at about 5 that
afternoon and that around 7 Gromyko demed it and stated their
candldate was the Ukraine. -

The British have 'checked with the Indlans and are convinced that
the Indians have no questlon whatsoever of w1thdraw1ng They seem
to be not at all displeased to see that the Indians have maneuvered
themselves in this Assemny, at least on this issue, into & position of
opposition to the Soviet Union.

10 Files: US/A/557 o

Memorandum of Telephone OO'M)ematwn, by Mr Samuel K. C.
Kopper of the United States Delegation Staff of 4.0?@28??”3,

SECRET ¢ .- i ..., . 't '[NEW Yorg,] October 3,:1947.

- Mr. Henderson * calléd Mr. Boklen this mormng to infornt hir of
the Department’s latest thinking on India’s candidacy for the remain-
ing p031t10n on'the Security Council. Since Mr. Bolilén was in & meet-
ing ‘in‘the’Secretary’s’ Office, T talked with “Mr." ‘Henderson. Mr
Henderson said that he haddiscussed this matter w1th Actmg Secre-
tary-Lovett this morning. The results of thelr conversatlon Were ds
follows: : v

10V Lovett acrreed Wlth Mr Henderson tlnt the Umted States
should “stick tlo'ht on Indla” The Acting Sécretary did not think
that we shoutd switch around ior'should India be used: as a pawh with
a v1eW to a p0581ble substitution of Czechoslovakla or another country

L R R TS AT A L

1 Loy Henderson, Director of the Office of Near Bastern and Afncan Affairs

1
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by one means or another. He felt that since we have indicated our
support for India we should stand firm on it.
9. Mr. Lovett and Mr. Henderson suggested that the United States
- might make it clear either in a public statement or in a statement in
the General Assembly that the United States was prepared to have
the Soviet Union and two of its component republics in the United
Nations to sit in the General Assembly, but had never agreed at Yalta
that any nation such as the U.S.S.R.-could have what amounts to two
seats on the Security Council. Mr. Lovett and Mr. Henderson thought
that Mr. Bohlen might give consideration to making a suggestion to
the Secretary along these lines and making clear our position at Yalta.
In addition, such a statement might make clear that we had not de-
serted the principle of geographic representation, but since Czechoslo-
vakia did not choose to run, and since there were no other suitable
ca.r(lidida)tes from the Eastern European area, we decided to support
India. ‘
3. Mr. Henderson said that Mr. Lovett did not feel in a position to
decide whether the United States Delegation should actively campaign
for India’s candidacy. The Acting Secretary did not feel completely
conversant with this aspect of the situation. They felt, however, that
the United States should be straightforward and open in its support
of India. Mr. Henderson said that his own office felt that we should
give as much support to India in our discussions with other delegations
as we had in the cases of other candidates we had supported. He felt
that India should obtain no more support nor no less than these.

10 Files: US/A/564 » »
Memorandum of Conversation, by Ambassador William Dawson of
the United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

SECRET o B [New York,] October 3, 1947.
Partidipants: " Padilla Nervo, ‘Mexi‘can Delegatiori ‘ ‘
o - Costa du Rels, Bolivian Delegation *
~ William Dawson, United States Delegation '
Padilla Nervo (Mexico) approached me this morning in the lounge
and started at once to discuss Ukraine-India deadlock. :
Although I understand that his views have already been made
known to our Delegation through Ambassador Austin and Mr. Steven-
son,. I repeat the substance of his remarks for the.record. (I under-
stand also that our position has been explained to Padilla Nervo.).
He said that the deadlock is weakening the authority and prestige
of the General Assembly and may:weaken the case for the Interim
Committee since people may be inclined to question the usefulness of
such a Committee if the General Assembly itself cannot avoid such

' Dr. Al(ibl,f‘? Costa du Rels, Chairman of the Bolivian Delegation to the Gen-
eral Assembly. -~ o R R
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situations. He feels that some way out’ of the impasse must be found as
soon as possible.

~ While he did not suggest a so]utmn, he said that failure to elect a
Slav state would weaken the position of advocates of liberalization of
the veto, since Russia would be left alone on the Security Council..

Padilla Nervo remarked also that the Latin American group thinks
it a mistake to “aggravate the United States—U.S.S.R. conflict by action
on any issue not Vital.” He said that he could not see how the election
of the Ukraine could really hurt our interests. He added that he did
not of course pretend to know the whole picture but that, if the United
States has some vital interest in the matter, he would appreciate being
so informed. While he did not say so explicitly, the implication was
that, if we were “vitally interested”, he would be prepared to reconsider
his position. '

In a somewhat later conversation, Costa du Rels (Bolivia) ex-
pressed concern over the effect of the deadlock on the prestige of the
United Nations. He said that he understood that the Latin American
group would probably hold a meeting: early next week (Monday or
Tuesday) at which the matter would be considered.
. Wirriam Dawson

10 Files:US/A/569

Memorandum by the Principal Ewecutive Officer of the United States
- Delegation (Sandifer) to Mr. Adlai E. Stevenson of the United
States Delegation

SECRET [NEw Yorg,] October 4, 1947.

I understand from Mr. Rusk that during the course of a discussion
of other matters in the Secretary’s office, Ambassador Austin raised
the question of what our reply should be to Padilla Nervo’s inquiry
as to the reasons for our supporting India for the Security Council
and opposing the Ukraine. After some discussion the Secretary in-
dicated that Ambassador Austin mlght glve a reply to h1m along the
- following lines, briefly summarized :

1. We have good reasons for snpportmtr Tnidia‘in place of Ukraine.

2. The Ukraine is not an independent state although admitted to
membershlp in the United Nations.

- 8. There is a difference in the quahﬁcatlons for membership in the
United Nations and for. membership.in the Security Councll (Article
23).

4. Our experience during the past year with reference to the main-
tenance of peace and security does not:incline us to put the Ukraine
in the position of having a vote in the Security Council at this time.
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5. We would have been glad to accept Czechoslovakia as a member
of the Security Council, showing that we do not oppose the geographic
allocation to Eastern Europe of two seats on the Security Council.
This possibility was frustrated by the Czechs and the Russians them-
selves although we had been led to believe until shortly before the
openmg of the Security Council elections that both countmes would
acquiesce in the election of Czechoslovakia.

6. Normally we would accept Yugoslavia as a member of the Se-
curity Council but as that state is now engaged in acts of aggression
against a member of the United Nations in violation of the Charter,
we do not consider it appropriate to support its election to that organ
of the United Nations having primary responsibility for the main-
tenance of peace and security.

7. We consider that India is a state well qualified for membershlp
in the Security Council under all the qualifications laid down in the
Charter. Furthermore, she is located in the general geographic area
in question

. We did not urge the Latin American states to vote for India
because we did not want to be in the position of exerting pressure to
that end. However, since the Mexican Delegation has inquired con-
cerning our position, we want you to know that we think there is an
important difference between India and the Ukraine in relation to
their election to membership in the Security Council.

1O Files: US/A/585
Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

‘CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorx,] October 6, 1947.

I asked Mr. Cockram how firm he felt the British were in their sup-
port for Siam for the Trusteeship Council rather than the Philippines.
I indicated to him our hope that the Philippines would be successful
in getting this seat.

Mr. Cockram indicated there was some difference of opinion on this
in the British Delegation and that he among others could not under-
stand why they were supporting Siam rather than the Philippines. He
will raise this matter with his Delegation.
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501.BC/10-647

The Director of the Oﬁice of Near Eastern and African Affairs
‘(Henderson) to the Counselor of the Department of State (Bohlen)

SECRET ' - - WASHINGTON, October ‘6, 1947.

Dear Cure: As Sam Kopper has no doubt told you, I tried to get in
touch with you by telephone on October 3 to discuss some aspects of
the support that we are giving to India’s candidacy for the Security
Council. Mr. Kopper has summarized my conversation with him in his
memorandum of October 3, US/A/557.

Tt seems to me upon reflection that although we have quite properly
emphasized ‘the unsuitability of the Ukraine as a candidate for the
Security Council and have thrown our support to India’s candidacy as
a desirable alternative, we may not have given sufficient consideration
to the positive grounds that exist for American support to India’s
membership on the Security Council. I have in mind the following
considerations:

1. Present membership SC does not include representative South
Asian region which is of growing importance to world picture.

2. Country of India’s size and potential political and economic
structure should be represented on at least one of main UN bodies.

3. India has shown tendency this session GA to follow fairly
independent and moderate course. :

4. India at present time is at foreign policy crossroads. Stimulated
by foreign powers interested in creating chaotic conditions in colonial
world of Asia and Africa, India could conceivably become dangerous
disruptive force. Alternatively, India’s genuine interest in dependent
peoples could, given friendly collaboration between India and eountries
sincerely interested in political and economic advancement [of these]
peoples, play a stabilizing role in South Asia. India’s election to SC
with support of U.S. would tend to orient India in latter direction.

It is hoped that you will be able to make use of the foregoing
consideration in suppmtmnr the Indian candidacy.
Sincerely yours,. Loy W. HENDERSON

10 Files: US/A/598

Memorandum by Ambassador William Dawson of the United States
Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL - [New Yorg,] October 9, 1947.

Latin AMErRICAN SUPPORT FOR PHILIPPINE CANDIDACY FOR TRUSTEE-
sarp  CoUNCIL

Several days ago, Romulo? said that he had definite information
that Honduras, the Dominican Republic, Haiti, Guatemala and

! Brig. Gen. Carlos P. Romulo, Permanent Representative of the Philippines at
the United Nations.
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Bolivia had not voted for the Philippines for the Trusteeship Council.
He requested our assistance in the matter.

I have now spoken to: Delegates of the five countrles, telling them
what Romulo had said. All of the several Delegates expressed great
surprise and said iininediately that they had voted for the Philippines.
Several of them stated their belief that the Latin American group
was voting solidly for the Philippines.

WiLLiam Dawsow

10 Files: US/A/614

Memorandum of Conversation, by M7' @. Hayden Raynor of the
United States” Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorg,] October 10, 1947.

Trusteeship Council Election. I asked Mr. Cockram if the British
had changed their position ‘on this matter and if they would now be
willing to vote for the Philippines. He replied that they had not
changed to that extent but that they were now reconciled to the elec-
tion of the Philippines. In answer to my inquiry, Mr. Cockram indi-
cated that this meant they would not campaign actively from here on
against the Philippines.

[Here follows brief comment between the two advisers regarding
voting by the new Dominions of India and Pakistan.]

IO Files: US/A/618

Memorandwm of Conversation, by Mr. H. Bartlett Wells of the United
-States Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL [New York,] October 14, 1947.

Ambassador Primo Villa Michel ! felt that “in the end the United
States would have its own way with regard to the Security Council
election; it always does. You get hold of a notion and insist upon it
no matter what anybody else contends.” I asked whether he had ob-
served an inclination of states to weaken in their support of the Ukraine
for this Council, and he replied, “Oh, yes, there will undoubtedly be-
quite a few who shift.” He indicated vaguely that there had been some:
suggestions of compromise (something which Carias of Honduras, with:
whom I had spoken earlier, had also referred to, saying Gromyko had
mentioned to him the possibility of going back to Czechoslovakia), and
said that if such a possibility were reopened, he thought Czechoslovakia:
would this timebe found amenable to election.

! Dr. Villa-Michel was a Representative on the Mexican Delegation.



160 FOREIGN. ‘RELATIONS; 11947, VOLUME I

He. continued: by saying that the principle that each:geographic
group should select its own.candidate -for Council seats was basic
with “us”; the Latin American region as a ‘whole, because once it were
to fall Latin America might lose one of its two seats on the Security
Couneil, which must be held at the cost of Whatever eﬁort might be
called for AT S . ST ST T
: E H B. WELLS

TO Files US/A/M(Chr) /67

M inutes of the Twenty-Third Meeting o f the United States Delegation,
- New Yo'rk OCtober 17, 1947 9z ]5 a. m. :

SECRET

[Here follows list of persons (35) present. After consideration of
two agenda items, the discussions proceeded to the question of election
of members to the Security Couneil and the Trusteeship Council. The
Delegation was informed by Mr.'Sandifer that there was talk among
General Assembly delegates of changing Rules 94 and 95 of the Gen-
eral Assembly concerning elections in order to end the impasse. Incon-
clusive Delegation discussion followed.] - \

Mr. Dulles said that a prolongation of this deadlock was bad for the
prestige of the United Nations. We should decide whether the issue
was vital. If not, then we should not continue the deadlock with the
Soviets. If it were vital then, if guidance were given to the Latin
Americans, we might break it. To let the deadlock continue to be ap-
pralsed as unnecessary and useless aggravation of the situation is un-
wise. If the matter is a vital one, then we should fight it out and win.
However, we should not fight the Soviets on non-essentials.

The Secretary asked whether Mr. Dulles had any suggestion. Mr.
Dulles replied that it was his personal view that the Ukraines should be
allowed to be'elected, but he was willing to go along on taking a lick-
ing. To defeat the Ukraine looks like a squeeze on the Soviets. It
would be bad to have a great mass of little defeats poured on this way.
He did not want to see the Soviets get out of the United Nations. It was
useful to have them here if for no other reason, because of the contacts.
He saw no justification for not being able to make up our mind.

Mr. Stevenson said he favored suspendlng or adopting new rules.
This might open it up to Czechoslovakia. If that can’t be done, he said
he had felt all along that we should tell Mrs. Pandlt that we were going
to vote for the Ukrame and do so.

Mr. Fahy said the situation in India troubled him. He did not think
we should let them down because that would have a bad effect on India.
So he preferred to vote for India. If there were a deadlock, then he
would open the Rules. Mrs. Roosevelt said that she agreed.
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. The Secretary said that he agreed with Mr. Dulles. This was not a
great issue. He was opposed to ﬁ(rhtlng the Russians on small things.
‘This was not related to a great issue, and he did not want to press the
Latin Americans on small things. He felt later that we would have
.to put the pressure on them on important issues. He hoped that the Rus-
sians would turn to Czechoslovakia. The way to go was to follow a.
.change in the Rules.

Mr. Bohlen said that all of the Commonwealth States, the Arabs,
‘and some others were for India. So it is not just a question of the
United States against the Soviets.

The Secretary said that the Rules should be changed first and then
we would proceed.

Mr. Sandifer said he was not clear about the matter of changing

the Rules. He said that can’t be done unless someone takes the initia-
tive. The President of the Assembly has decided not to proceed on the
Rules matter first. He said he understood we were going to vote once
more and hold to India for the present. The Secretary said that was
his understanding.
" [Here follow special reports by the Ambassador in the Soviet Union
(Smith) and the Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Douglas),
guests of the Delegation, on conditions in the countries to which they
were accredited. ]

IO Files:US/A/690

Memorandum of Telepﬁbm 00nvé1~sation, by Mr. Samuel K. C.
Kopper of the United States Delegation Staff of Adwvisers

SECRET e [New York,] October 23, 1947.

Participants: Mr. Loy W. Henderson, Director, NEA |
. Mr. Joseph Satterthwaite, Deputy Director, NEA
Samuel K. C. Kopper, Adviser, United States Delega-
tion to the United Nations General Assembly

In a belephone conversation with Mr. Henderson and Mr. Satter-
thwawe this evening, I learned that

(@) They feel very strongly that it is essentlal for us to continue to
support India for election to the vacant position on the Security
Council.

(6) They beheve that to w1thdraw our support from India at this
time would seriously affect our prestlge not only in India but also in
Latin America and eisewhere, since it would 1ndlcate a weakness on
our part on an important issue. ‘

(¢) Mr. Henderson believes that India is more entltled to a position
on the Securlty Council than the Ukraine. He pointed out that all of
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the South and Middle Asian area is without representation. Latin
America, with a population far less, has two representatives, Western
‘Europe has two, and Eastern Europe has one, while North America
also has two." :

(d) Mr. Henderson believes that it would be most unfortunate to
withdraw our support from India when it is common knowledge that
the Ukraine is being supported by the Latin American Stabes only
because of a “deal” and not on the basis of any principle.

(¢) NEA believes that instead of withdrawing our support from
India, we should clearly and firmly indicate to other nations our inten-
tion to continue supporting India down the-line.

Samvuer K. C. Korper

501.BC/10-2447 : Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Represeniative.
at the United Nations (Austin)

SECRET - WasningTON, October 24, 1947—6 p. m.
US URGENT -

509. We are disturbed at-report in your 1079 October 24 * that
Sweden has been prominently mentioned as an alternative candidate
for SC. We feel election of Sweden to this post at this time would be
unfortunate since it would tend to confirm impression that Sweden
is very close to if not actually in the Soviet bloc. Because of pro-Soviet
attitude of the Swedish Foreign Minister this tendency would prob-
ably be accentuated were Sweden elected to the SC. You should in
consequence in response to inquiry indicate to other Delegations our
definite preference for India and our disinclination to see Sweden
elected at this time.

Loverr

1 Not printed.

501.BC/10-2747

Memorandum by the Counselor of the Department of State (Bohlen)
to the Under Secretary of State (Lovett)

‘CONFIDENTIAL [WasHINGTON,] October 27, 1947.

Mgz. Loverr: I find here particularly in Washington and even in the
Department considerable lack of understanding of the situation with
regard to the election in the Securlty Council and the Ukralman and
Indian deadlock.

The whole criticism that has appeared pubhcly and even the doubts
expressed in the Department appear to be based on a number of com-
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'plete misconceptions. In New York, I was unfortunately absent when
‘the first deadlock occurred and general distorted versions as to our
‘position and the causes of the deadlock were spread in the papers. The
followmg are the misconceptions: ,

First, that the United States is blocking the electlon of the Ukraine.
This is completely untrue. The United. States has not campaigned
‘against the Ukraine in the slightest degree. The countries, namely, the
Latin Americans, on which the United States would have maximum
influence are with possibly three or four exceptions voting solidly for
‘the Ukraine. Of the 25 votes received by India, according to our infor-
mation all but two or three are voting their conviction and preference
for India. These votes are composed of the British Commonwealth, 5;
the Arab States, 7; the other Mohammedan countries—Turkey, Iran
and Pakistan, 3; three Far Eastern countries, China, Siam and the
Philippines. Thus, had the United States initially voted for the
Ukraine, the Ukraine would not be elected and it is very doubtful that
should we switch our vote to the Ukraine that she would be elected.

It might also be pointed out that two of the permanent members of
the Security Council, Great Britain and China, are voting against the
Ukraine and for India. It is therefore surprising in the circumstances
that the United States should be tagged as responsible for the deadlock
or working against the Ukraine. The real cause of the deadlock is a
deal made behind our backs by the Latin American countries with the
Soviet Union—in my opinion an added reason, in addition to those
of substance, why the United States should not support the Ukraine
whose only chance of election is based on the kind of deal of which
we generally disapprove.

The second false assumption is that in voting to admit the Ukraine
and White Russia we were confirming their status as “independent
states”. This again is not true since at the time of the adoption of the
Charter two other nations not enjoying independence, namely, India
and the Philippines, were entered as regular members, There is nothing
in the Charter which says that membership is the equivalent of a
recognition of full independence. Article 23 of the Charter lays down
specific qualifications for membership on the Security Council of which
the geographic principle is the secondary. Language in Article 23
was the subject of much debate in San Francisco and an amendment
that membership alone in the United Nations was the sole qualification
for membership in the Security Council was overwhelmingly voted
down in the Commission.

The Ukraine is by the constitution of the USSR bound by the
decisions of the central government, and thus to vote for the Ukraine
would be to support one nation having by its own constitution two

1Mr. Bohlen attached the text of this article, not printed.
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votes in the Security Council. This is quite a different principle from
the practical question that any eastern European state would vote
-along with Russia. I fully agree that this issue has been magnified
far out of its proportion, but I do not think the impression should
be allowed to circulate in Washington that this was caused by the
United States. It was caused by some twenty nations voting their con-
viction on India and the majority of the Latin American countries
for voting for the Ukraine because of a deal they made with the Soviet
Delegation.

I am giving you this spiel simply because I think at least if we are
going to be criticized for our position, it should not be on a thoroughly
false basis. In fact our position is: (1) we do not question the elig-
ibility of the Ukraine; (2) having voted in the first instance in
accordance with the geographic principle for Czechoslovakia, we then
voted our preference for India over the Ukraine whose qualifications
under Article 28 we doubted.

Cuarres E. BoHLEN

IO Files:US/A/848

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Ray L. Thm'ston 0 f the Umted
States Delegatzon Staff of Adwvisers

CONFIDENTIAL ‘ : [New Yorxk,] November 8, 1947.

At the reception given by our Delegation last night for the Dele-
gations of Near Eastern countries I asked Mrs. Pandit how she liked
Moscow. She made a wry face and said that everything was most diffi-
cult there and that although she should not reach conclusions on the
basis of only one month’s residence in the Soviet Capital, she was
already disillusioned. She said that she and her brother had changed
their minds a great deal in the last year in respect to the USSR. She
‘was particularly disturbed because in Moscow she had no opportunity
whatsoever to talk with Russians and met only with members of the
diplomatic corps. She went on to say that she was extremely grateful
to Ambassador and Mrs. Smith who had been most kind to her, and she
added that the American Embassy had been most helpful to her
daughter, Chandraleka, on a number of occasions.

With further reference to her fe»ehngs about the Russians, she told
how Vishinsky had approached her with respect to the VOtlnﬂ' on
Argentina in the Security Council and advised her not to vote for that
country and later found that the USSR was supporting the Argentine.
In the light of this experience she was very angry because of Vishin-
sky’s speech in the political committee a couple of days ago in Whlch he
said that one test of cooperation between the Soviet Union and other
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countries would be the willingness of the Assembly to elect the Ukraine
to the Security Council. Mrs. Pandit left the definite impression that
India does not wish to withdraw from its cand1dacy of the Secumty
Council.

IO Files:US/A/885

M emorandum of Oom)ersatwn, by Mr. Ray L. Thurston of the United
States' Delegation Staff of Advisers

. CONFIDENTIAL ' [New Yorxk,] November 12, 1947.

I asked Mr. Vellod1 What had prompted the Indian withdrawal. He
said that, frankly, India’s only chance of election had been the possible
switch of some of the Latin American votes. After Mrs. Pandit’s criti-
cism of Argentina in connection with the question of Spain, it seemed
to the Indians that additional support from the Latin American group
would not be forthcoming. He added that Mrs. Pandit also felt that
the deadlock between India and the Ukraine was blocking the work
of the Assembly.

Asked how the newspapers got a premature story on the Indlan with-
drawal, Mr. Vellodi rather bitterly said that Aranha had “spilled the
beans” to the press without authorization. He said that the Indian
Delegation had planned to announce the withdrawal in tomorrow’s
plenary session, and that they would have told the United States and -
United Klngdom Delegatlons today of their decision.?

1TM. K. Vellodi of the Indl-an Delegation.

2 For the proceedings of the General Assembly in regard to the election of the
Security Council non-permanent member on November 13, see GA (11), Plenary,
vol. 1, pp. 749-751. The Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic was elected.

On the same date the Philippines and Costa Rica were elected to the Trustee-
ship Council, the latter after the Wlthdrawal of Norway (GA (11), Plenary, vol.
1, pp. 751-753).
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II. INTEREST OF THE UNITED. STATES IN INCREASING THE EFFEC-.
TIVENESS OF THE UNITED NATIONS: UNITED STATES PROPOSALS
FOR. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INTERIM COMMITTEE OF THE'
GENERAL ‘ASSEMBLY AND, FOR A STUDY 'OF VOTING PROCEDURE
IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL!®

10 Files: SD/A/C.1/86

Department of State Position Paper
SECRET [WAsﬁINGTON,] August 26, 1947.

Drarr RESoLUTION ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INTERIM GENERAL
AssemBLY CoMMITTEE ON PEACE AND SECURITY

THE PROBLEM'

The problem is to determine what action should be taken to bring
about the adoption of measures to enable the General Assembly more
effectively to discharge its responsibilities for the maintenance of
peace and security. The attached resolution ? providing for the estab-
lishment of an Interim Committee of the General Assembly has been
prepared to meet that problem. -

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The United States Delegation should take the initiative and press
by all proper means for the adoption of the proposed resolution.

2. In the event.a majority of the Members favors the proposal in
principle but desires modiﬁcz’itjons,thereof in certain particulars which
would not impair the essentials of the proposal, the United States
Delegation should accept such modifications.

COMMENT

1. This proposal is the product of the study undertaken at the in-
stance of SPA looking to the development of an affirmative program
in the General Assembly to meet the situation created by the stalemate
in the Security Council and by indirect aggression in Eastern Europe.
A suggestion for three pos51ble proposals was made: (1) a commis-
sion on indirect aggression; (2) a mutual defense pact under Article
51; and (3) future policy on atomic energy. The Policy Planning

*For documentation related to this subject, see Foreign Relations, 1946, vol.
I, pp. 117 ff. For related developments, see documentation on the United States
and Zhé United Nations: The United States initiative, September 1947, ante,
pp. 1

An important documentary reference source on this subject is found in Depart-
ment of State Lot File 71-D 440, .Box 19232, Folder “Committee 1, Interim Gen-
eral Assembly Committee on Peace and Securlty” (in the section carrying the tab
“Background”).

?Not printed. The draft printed in Doc. US/A/C. 1/143, September 18, p. 174,
is virtually identical with the one mentioned here.
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Committee looked with favor on a standing committee on peace and.
security which might give some attention to indirect aggression. It
opposed action on the mutual defense pact at this time and reservedv
for further study the question of future policy on atomic energy. The.
proposal, therefore, is a projection of the principal recommendation
of the Policy Planning Committee.

2. The proposal is for the creation of a continuing committee of the
General Assembly for a one-year period with authority to deal with
situations impairing friendly relations (Article 14), to consider and
report upon measures to make more effective the purposes and prin-
ciples of the Charter with particular reference to acts of indirect
aggression undermining the independence of states, to recommend the
calling of special sessions, and to report on the desirability of estab-
lishing the Committee on a permanent basis. This is aimed directly
at broadening the efforts of the United Nations to deal with threats
or potential threats to the peace by developing the resources of the
General Assembly. It would meet the _urgent need created by the pres-
ently restricted basis of Securlty Councﬂ action, and at the same time
allow time for further study of the need of further permanent
machinery.

3. The proposal has the advantage of making the facilities of the
General Assembly continuously available to all its members. The exist-
ence of such a Committee as is here proposed might, for example, have
made unnecessary the Special Session of the General Assembly on the.
Pilestine problem:* A forum of this character. would strengthen the
machinery for peaceful settlement and give responsibility for such
settlement to all Members of the United Nations.

4. The proposal might be attacked by certain Members as unconsti-
tutional and by others as an oblique attack on the veto. Others might
assert that this is an invasion of the Security Council’s jurisdiction.
These’ arguments are without merit.’

The General Assembly clearly has authority under Articles 11 and.
14 to take action of the kind proposed. If the General Assembly can
exercise jurisdiction over ‘these matters at regular sessions, it can also.
deal with these matters through an organ of its own creation at other-
times. While the authors of the Charter did not contemplate that the
General Assembly would be in constant session, they did not rule out
the possibility that the General Assembly, or an organ of its own
creation, could sit in constant session for the performance of the func-
tions with which it is constitutionally charged. It has authority under-
Article 22 to establish such subsidiary organsas it deems necessary for
the performance of its functions. Nor can the proposal be characterized.

® For documentation on this subject, see vol. v, p. 999.
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as a circdmvention of the veto. The creation of the Interim Committee
with the duties and responsibilities set forth in the Draft Resolution is
a proper exercise of the General Assembly jurisdiction. The proposal
is a'logical and legitimate development of the powers of the. General
Assembly under the Charter, and would not dlStllI‘b the natural and
proper functlons of the Secumty Councﬂ -

10 Files: US/A/C 1/134
Umted States Delegatzon1 Position Pa;ner2

(‘ONFH)ENTIAL . | [New Yorxk,| September 11, 1947 :

GE\IERAL ASSEMBLY Acenpa ItEMs Dearine WrirH VOTING IN THE
SEcnm'rr COUNCIL g

'THE PROBLEM

The problem is to determine the United States position with respect»
to:

a. Ttem 24 of the Provisional Agenda, for the second session of the
General Assembly, inserted at the request of Argentina and calling
for “convocation of a general conference under Article 109 of the
Charter to abolish the privilege of the veto”. .

b. Ttem 3 of the supplementary list of agenda items for the second
session of the General Assembly inserted at the request. of Australla
which reads as follows: “The resolution of the second part. of the first
session of the Greneral Assembly in relation to the exercise ‘of the veto
in the Security Council and the extent to Whlch the reeommenda,tlons’ '
contained in that resolution have been carried out. »

¢. Any other item which may -appear on the General Assembly
agenda dealing with the subject of votmg 1n the Secunty Councﬂ

RECOMMENDA'I‘IONS

1. The United States should early in the debate state its belief, based
on experience to date, that the abuse of, the rule. requu'mg unanimity
of the permanent members of the. Securlty Council in non-procedural
decisions is preventing the Council from meeting its- ‘responsibilities
under the Charter for the ma,mtenance of 1nternat10na1 peace and se-
curlty This is especially true in cases arlsmg under Chapter VI and.
in the admission of new members. .

1 For information regarding the compesition and organization of the U.S. Dele-
gation to the Second Session of the ‘General Assembly (due to convene on Sep-
tember 16), see pp. 3-13.

*This was also Department of State Position Paper SD/A/C. 1/87 Revision 1.

3 For previous documentation regarding the question of voting in thé Security
Council, see Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 251 ff.
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2. The United States has concluded that the most practicable method
for improving this situation is a liberalization of the voting procedure
in the Security Council. As one means of attaining this objective the
United States is ready to support improvement through interpretation
consistent with the Charter, but not necessarily limited by the Four
Power Statement made at San Francisco.* As another means it would
be willing to accept the elimination of the unanimity requirement with
reference to (@) matters arising under Chapter VI of the Charter;
() applications for membership in the United Nations; (¢) the elec-
tion of a Secretary-General. The United States would oppose the elimi-
nation or limitation of the unanimity requirement in decisions under
Chapter VII or in decisions to amend the Charter.

3. In view of the fundamental importance of this matter the United
States considers that any proposals designed to accomplish the objec-
tive of liberalization of the Security Council voting procedure, in-
cluding possible amendment of the Charter, should be preceded by a
careful study. '

4. The Delegation should propose or support the establishment of a
committee of the General Assembly to carry out the study proposed in
paragraph 3. The Committee should meet promptly after the adjourn-
ment of the General Assembly and should report its findings and
recommendations to the next regular session or to a special session if in
its opinion a situation arises of such urgency as to warrant its recom-
mending to the members the calling of a special session for that pur-
pose. The terms of reference of the Committee should exclude
recommendations eliminating limiting the rule of unanimity in de-
cisions under Chapter VII and in decisions to amend the Charter. It
would be preferable if this restriction could be brought about on the
initiative of other Delegations. In the event of the establishment of
an interim committee on peace and security by the General Assembly,
it would be appropriate for such a committee to undertake this study.
Otherwise, a separate committee should be established.

5. The Delegation should make it clear that it considers the above
procedure preferable to a General Conference under Article 109. It
gives promise of attaining the desired result without the disturbance
to the basic fabric of the Charter inherent in the calling of a General
Conference at this time.

6. The Delegation should state the view of the United States that
measures should be pressed concurrently in the Security Council to

*For the Statement by the Delegations of the Four Sponsoring Governments
and France on Voting Procedure in the Security Council, June 7, 1945, issued
by the United States, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, China, and France,
see Department of State Bulletin, June 10, 1945, p. 1047; for documentation
regarding the United Nations Conference on International Organization at San
Francisco, April 25-June 26, 1945, see Foreign Relations, 1945, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.

335-25683—73——13
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bring about improvement within the existing provisions of the Charter
through revisions of or additions to the rules of procedure. The action
recently inaugurated by the United States was intended as a step in
that direction.

IO Files: US/A/M(Chr) /48

Minutes of the Fourth Meeting of the United States Delegation, New
York, September 13,1947, 10 a. m.

SECRET

[Here follow the list of persons (36) present and a discussion of the
first agenda item.] :

Voting Procedure in the Security Council

In introducing this subject, Mr. Thompson stated that the veto had
to date been used eighteen times in the Security Council, ten times since
the adoption by the General Assembly of a resolution in December
1946, calling upon the permanent members of the Security Council
to consult with a view to ensuring that the exercise of the veto would
not impede the functioning of the Security Council, and recommending
the adoption by the Security Council of practices and procedures which
would improve the operation of the Council. Pursuant to that resolu-
tion, the United States, in August of this year, made certain proposals
in the Security Council for procedural rules and interpretations. Mr.
Thompson traced the history of these discussions on the problem of
voting in the Security Council at Dumbarton Oaks and San Francisco,
and pointed out that at San Francisco certain members of the United
States Delegation, particularly Senators Connally and Vandenberg,
were of the opinion that the veto should not apply in proceedings of
pacific settlement under Chapter VI of the Charter. He referred to a
recent letter of the Secretary to Senator Vandenberg,® in which the

1 The letter, dated July 28, read as follows:

“DEAR SENATOR VANDENBERG: I am glad to have this opportunity to give you
the views of the Department of State on Senate Concurrent Resolution 23 and
Senate Concurrent Resolution 24, as requested by you in your letters of July 10.

“Senate Concurrent Resolution 23 would express the view of the Congress
that action should be taken under the provisions of the United Nations
Charter to propose and adopt amendments and revisions that will strengthen
the United Nations as an instrument to prevent war and maintain world peace.
Senate Concurrent Resolution 24 indicates the desire of the Congress that the
President immediately take the initiative in calling a general conference of the
United Nations pursuant to Article 109 of the Charter for the purpose of enabling
the United Nations to enact, interpret, and enforce world law to prevent war.

“The Charter is not regarded by the Department as a perfect instrument. No
comprehensive agreement which is acceptable to all parties can be regarded as
perfect by any one of them. Nevertheless, it is the firm policy of this Govern-
ment, as you know, to work for the improvement of the Charter in the light of
experience. )

“International political conditions are such that the Department does not
regard fundamental revision of the Charter as feasible at this time, nor con-
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Secretary expressed the hope of the United States' Government that
the five permanent -members of the Security Council might find it
desirable in the future to clarify and to modify the unanimity require-
ment in its application to matters dealing with settlement of disputes
under Chapter VI of the Charter. The United States objective, Mr.
Thompson stated, was to make the Security Council a more effective
body. As one means of obtaining this objective, the United States was
willing to support any improvement through interpretation consistent
with the Charter but not necessarily limited by the Four Power
statement made at San Francisco. As another means, it would be willing
to accept the elimination of the unanimity requirement with reference
to (@) matters arising under Chapter VI of the Charter, () applica-
tions for membership, and (¢) the election of a Secretary-General. The
United States believed that a committee should be created which
would study and make recommendations on proposals for such
improvements.

Ambassador Austin remarked that there existed a hazard in any
effort to amend the Charter which was not inherent in an effort to
amend the voting rules of the Security Council. He stated that it was
entirely within the power of the Security Council, by a vote of seven
members, including the five permanent members, to transfer a ques-
tion from the category of substantive matters to that of procedural
matters. In his view, the principle of unanimity was sound, and he was
not convinced as yet that it should not be applied both to changes in
the rules and amendment of the Charter. There was no occasion, he

siders it wise at present for this Government to take the initiative in this regard.
Such action. in.the prevailing international conditions might be interpreted as
a lack of faith in the United Nations on our part, and it might thus further
increase the difficulty of obtaining agreed solutions of the many complex problems
now confronting the United Nations.

“The Department hopes that suitable practices and procedures may be de-
veloped, by common agreement under the Charter and in the light of experience,
to reduce uncertainties and differences of opinion in the application of the voting
formula in the Security Council. It especially hopes that the five permanent Mem-
bers of the Security Council may fihd it desirable in the future, in full agree-
ment among themselves and with other Members, to clarify and to modify the
unanimity requirement in its application to matters dealing with the pacific
settlement of disputes under Chapter VI of the Charter. Efforts to these ends are
considered. practical within the processes of step-by-step progress. To attempt
more would risk the difficulties to which I have alluded, and, in the absence of
full agreement by all the five permanent Members on any important amendment
of the Charter, would fail of fruition. As you know, a general conference of the
United Nations can be called for the purpose of reviewing the Charter without
the concurrence of the five permanent Members of the Security Council, but any
alteration of the Charter requires the ratification of two-thirds of the Members
of the United Nations including the permanent Members of the Security Council.

“For these reasons the Department does not favor positive action of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 23 and Senate Concurrent Resolution 24 at this time.

“Due to the urgency of the matter, this letter has not been cleared with the
Bureau of the Budget, to which a copy is being sent. .

“Faithfully yours, ‘ G. C. MARSHALL”
(Lot 71-D 440, Box 19232, Folder “Committee 1)
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held, for amendment of the text of the Charter, since the United States
objective may be obtained by the above-mentioned transfer. The rule-
making activity of the Security Council should be stimulated.

Mzr. Dulles expressed his agreement with the Department recom-
mendations and stated that emphasis should be placed on interpreta-
tion rather than on amendment. Ambassador Johnson thought that
this was not a good psychological moment to push for an amendment
and that an effort should be made to keep the rules of procedure fluid.

. The Secretary:recalled the pressure exerted by various groups and
by the Corgress in this matter. He also agreed that hasty action might
lead toward disruption of the United Nations. Ambassador Johnson
raised the questlon of the consistent violation by the Soviet, Union of
its 'undertaking in the Four Power Statement that the . veto. should
not be used for; fnvolous purposes.

Mr. Notter-emphasized the grave risk Whlch in his view was. 1nvolved
in the United States position. In his opinion, the Four Power State-
ment was a part of the Charter fabric and to disturb it was to disturb
the basis on which. this fabric was woven. Ambassador Austin agreed
with Mr. Notter that the risk in trying to obtain agreement.on proce-
dural and- non-procedural categories was smaller than that involved
in. an effort to obtain an amendment of the Charter. Mr. Fahy
thought that all the United States proposed was a study by a commit-
tee; this did not involve a threat to the universality of the United
Natlons

The Secretary said that it may happen that at some time the Umted
States would find itself in a minority and that it is necessary to think
in terms of twenty to thirty years.

Mr. Bohlen disagreed with Mr. Notter on the question of the risk
involved. He did not believe that the consideration of this question
would induce the Soviets to walk out of the United Nations, particu-
larly because they were in a position to block any effort for an amend-
ment. In his view, the risk was that the United Nations would cover
up actions inconsistent with the principles and purposes of the Charter
in the same manner as the League of Nations had done.

IntertMm CoMMITTEE OF THE (GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON PEACE AND
SecuriTY

Mr. Sandifer explained that the main purpose of the United States
proposal for the establishment of such a Committee was the desire to
improve the effectiveness of the General Assembly, particularly in the
light of the inability of the Security Council to take action in a number
of cases. He referred to the draft resolution before the meeting
(SD/A/C.1/86).2

2 See text incorporated in Doc. US/A/C-1/148, September 18.
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Mr. Dulles considered the proposed resolution as an important step
required by experience. Answering the Secretary’s question as to what
objections to the establishment of the Committee might be expected,
Mr. Dulles said that it could be argued that it constituted an effort to
circumvent the Security Council and the veto. Mr. Sandifer stated that
the effectiveness of this objection might be reduced if the proposal was
presented as being designed to develop the broad powers of the General
Assembly and improve its functioning. Messrs. Fahy, Stevenson and
Ambassador Sayre expressed their agreement with the proposal but
Mr. Stevenson remarked that it would increase the budget of the Orga-
nization. Mr. Rusk stated that a prehmlnary estlmate of the close cost
ranged up to $2,000,000.

Mr. ‘Bohlen declared that the Soviets would probably attack the
proposal as a usurpation of the Securlty Council’s power by the Gen-
eral Assembly, this was indicated in an article published in a Commu-
nist paper in Prague by a member of the Communist Internationale,
in which it was said that all discussions in the United Nations relating
to the interpretation of the Charter were due to the fact that the
United States was being impeded by the “valiant action” of the Soviet
Union in its attempts to use the United Nations for its imperialistic
purposes.

Mr. Bohlen opposed the proposal that the Commlbtee should con-
sider the subject of indirect aggression. Such activities were very
hard to pin down, and the Commission might come out with a white-
wash of individual actions. Mr. Rusk pointed out that the Committee
would attempt to develop a code of conduct in connection with this
matter rather than to deal with individual acts of indirect aggression.
It was agreed that the text of the resolution might be improved so as
to indicate clearly that the Committee would deal with principles and
not with specific cases of indirect aggression.

[Here follows discussion of other items on the agenda.]

IO Files: US/A/392

Memomndum of C’On'versatzon by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of the
United States Delegatzon Staff of Advisers.

CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorxk,] Se]otember 17, 1947.

In the lounge dunng Tunch today, I asked Mr. Falla? if he knew
the reaction of the United Kingdom Delegation to the Secretary’s
speech.2 He was reserved in his reply, stating that he had heard little

: Paul S. Falla, United Kingdom Delegation.
2 Regarding the Secretary of State’s address to the General Assembly on Sep—
tember 17, see the editorial note p. 14.
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discussion of it but did, however, say that he personally questioned
whether our proposition for an Interim Committee of the Assembly
was constitutional. I explained to him that in our view it was clearly
constitutional.

Specifically, on the constltutlonal questlon, Mr. Falla asked how we
could overcome the definite concept in the Charter of the distinction
between the Assembly meeting only once a year and the Security Coun-
cil being in continuous session. He also expressed the thought that
from the psychological point of view we may be expected to have
found less opposition if we had not termed the proposal a committee
on peace and security—if we had simply said interim committee of
the General Assembly and eliminated the words peace and security
which he thought brought out into sharp focus the poss1ble conflict
of jurisdiction with the Security Council.

10 Files : US/A/C.1/143 ‘
-United States Delegation Working Paper

SECRET - [New York,] September 18, 1947.

Drarr ResoLuTion oN THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INTERIM COMMITTEE
OF THE ‘GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON PEACE AND SECURITY

The General Assembly, convinced of the need for the stud.y, review
and more effective implementation of the responsibilities conferred
upon it by the Charter in relation to the maintenance of international
peace and security and for the peaceful ad]ustment of situations likely
to impair the general welfare or friendly relations among nations,

Resolves That: _

1. An Interim Committee is created, composed of all the Members
of the United Nations, each Member to have one representative. The
Secretary-General shall, within fifteen days of the close of the Second
Regular Session of the General Assembly, convene the Interim Com-
mittee which shall serve until the beginning of the Third Regular
Session of the General Assembly. The rules of procedure of the Gen-
eral Assembly shall, so far as applicable, govern the proceedings of the
Interim Committee and its subcommittees. The Interim Committee
shall elect its own chairman, vice- chalrman rapporteur, and such other
officers as it may deem fit.

2. The Interim Comml_ttee shall have the following powers and
duties:

(a) It may consider such situations and disputes as may be broug ht

to its attention: (1) by Member States pursuant to Article 14; (2) by
the Security Council pursuant to Article 11(2). It may bring situations
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to the attention of the Security Council pursuant to Article 11(3). It
shall report on such situations and disputes to the General Assembl
and, in appropriate cases, to the Security Council, along with such
recommendations as it may adopt. It shall consider and report to the
General Assembly upon measures for making more effective the pur-
poses and principles of the Charter, and upon such other matters as
may be comprehended by Articles 11(1) or 14. The Committee shall
take into account the primary responsibility of the Security Council
for the maintenance of international peace and security, and the duties
and functions assigned by the General Assembly or the Security
Council to any committee or commission such as the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Commission on Conventional Armaments.

(&) The Interim Committee shall study and report to the Third
Regular Session of the General Assembly on the advisability of estab-
lishing on a permanent basis a standing committee of the General
Assembly to consider problems related to peaceful adjustment and the
maintenance of international peace and security in so far as these fall
within the jurisdiction of the General Assembly.

(¢) The Interim Committee may recommend to Member States the
calling of a Special Session of the General Assembly to deal with any
matter which 1n its judgment requires such action.

(@) The Interim Committee shall perform such other functions and
duties as the General Assembly may assign to it.

3. The Interim Committee is empowered within the scope of its
powers and duties to ascertain and record facts and, to this end, con-
duct investigations and appoint commissions of inquiry whenever it
may deem it useful and necessary for the performance of its duties.
The Secretary-General shall enter into suitable arrangements with the
proper authorities of any State in whose territory the Interim Com-
mittee or subcommittees or commissions may wish to sit or to travel
and shall provide necessary facilities and assign appropriate staff
thereto.

IO Files: US/A/397

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. G. Hayden Raynor of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

SECRET [New Yorg,] September 18, 1947.

Mr. Gladwyn Jebb and I had a long talk in the Lounge at Flushing
this noon. '

General

Mr. Jebb said that the British were interested in knowing the exact
significance of the Secretary’s proposals * as some members of the Dele-
gation were concerned and he thought Mr. Bevin might likewise be

! Refers presumably to the Secretary of State’s speech to the General Assembly
on September 17. ’
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concerned as to whether by making these proposals we were in effect
intending to precipitate a showdown with the Soviet Union or to ac-
celerate its departure from the United Nations. I assured Mr. Jebb
that we had no such intention in mind.

In answer to my inquiry, Mr. Jebb indicated that it was unlikely
that Mr. Bevin would get to New York during the current meeting.

General Assembly Committee on Peace and Security

Mr. Jebb stated that the United Kingdom Delegation had sent a
recommendation to London, urging support in principle for our
proposal and rendering to the Foreign Office the opinion of the Dele-
gation that it was clearly constitutional. Mr. Jebb said that, of course,
this recommendation meant approval in principle and that there might
be many points in connection with the terms of reference etc. on which
they might have ideas varying in one degree or another from our
views. Mr. Jebb seemed to be under some misapprehension as to exactly
what our proposal was. For instance he was surprised when I ex-
plained to him that we envisaged that questions could be brought to
the committee under Article 14 of the Charter. He thought our use of
the words “peace and security” would restrict the committee to ex-
actly what those words mean. He also asked questions designed to
clarify in his own mind exactly how we felt our proposal related to
the Security Council. I believe any doubts he may have had on this
score were clarified.

Mr. Jebb then raised two questions of a more fundamental nature
with respect to this proposal. He inquired (a) if we had considered
the possibility that the making of this proposal might result in Soviet
withdrawal from the United Nations; (&) what our attitude would be
with respect to the proposal in the event (1) the Soviets took a position
similar to their position on the Trusteeship Council that the creation
of the committee was illegal and that therefore they would not par-
ticipate, and (2) that similar action was taken by the satellites.

With respect to () above, I told Mr. Jebb that we had thought about
this question, and that we thought it was now unlikely that the pro-
posal would bring about Soviet withdrawal. My impression was that
Mr. Jebb concurred in this opinion. With respect to (), I told him
that I had not heard the specific point either as to (1) or (2) raised
in our discussions of this proposal, but that speaking unofficially, T
thought there was no doubt but that what we would feel the committee
should be created nevertheless. :

Veto

Mr. Jebb implied that the British would not be able to go as far as
we did in connection with the veto. He thinks the wisdom of relinquish-
ing the veto in Chapter 6 is very questionable. I explained to him in
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some detail our general concept of approach to this problem. There
is no difference in our fundamental objective of achieving liberaliza-
tion in the implementation of the voting provisions of the Charter
through interpretations, ete.

[Here follows consideration of other agenda items. ]

10 Files: US/A/M(Chr) /53

Minutes of the Ninth Meeting of the United States Delegation, New
York, September 19, 1947, 9: 15 a. m.

SECRET
[Here follows list of persons (27) present.]

Draft Resolution on the Establishment of an Interim Committee of
the General Assembly on Peace and Security

Mr. Dulles reported that the Delegation advisers had been restudy-
ing the draft resolution on the establishment of an Interim Committee
of the General Assembly on Peace and Security, and had drafted a
slightly revised text (US/A/C.1/143).* The principal change was the
elimination of the language which specified that one of the principal
purposes of the Committee was to study the problems connected with
“acts designed to subvert the political independence and territorial
integrity of a State” (SD/A/C.1/86),which had appeared in an earlier
draft.? This had been eliminated because it appeared that it was going
too far to indicate that a principal purpose was policing the U.S.S.R.
While, undoubtedly, the Committee would have to watch that sort
of thing, it was not thought to be a good idea to specify it in the reso-
lution. Rather, it was preferred to give the Committee general power
to make more effective the purposes and principles of the Charter, as
set forth under Article 14.

Ambassador Austin inquired why Article 10 of the Charter was
omitted from the draft resolution since that mentioned the power of
the Assembly to make recommendations and since Articles 11 and 14
had been mentioned.

Mr. Dulles reported that it had not been thought that the General
Assembly could delegate to a Committee its powers under Article 10.
The Committee was to study and to bring to light facts but primarily
it was to consider them and to report upon them to the General As-
sembly. The final action must be that of the General Assembly.

Ambassador Austin said he had in mind action by the General As-
sembly after the Committee reported, having made recommendations

! September 18, p. 174.
3 Document SD/A/C.1/86, not printed.
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to the General Assembly, the Security Council, or Members. He said
he would not pursue his question if the matter had been carefully
studied.

Mr. Ross expressed the opinion that Article 10 was a broad catch-all
Article and that recommendations should be made under Articles 11
and 14. Ambassador Austin inquired whether we were limiting our-
selves by omitting Article 10.

Mr. Dulles observed that he thought that the Articles relating to
peace and security were Articles 11 and 14. Those were the ones to
which Article 10 referred. He pointed out that the General Assembly
has the right to discuss matters including the powers and functions
of any organ. He noted that if the General Assembly discussed the
functions of the Security Council, trouble would arise. Ambassador
Austin said he would not press the matter since Article 10 had not
been passed over without adequate thought.

Mr. Stevenson inquired whether the same reasoning 'had been used
to omit Article 13(a). Mr. Sandifer pointed out that this Article had
been omitted in the State Department draft. Mr. Dulles observed that
it had not been desired to interfere with other bodies.

Mr. Fahy expressed the opinion that Article 13(e) was quite sig-
nificant, pointing out that the first part of the Article granted to the
General Assembly authority to make recommendations for the pur-
pose of “promoting international cooperation in the political field”.
Mr. Dulles said he saw no objection to adding Article 13(a)’s
phraseology as cited by Mr. Fahy. Mr. Wainhouse explained that
Article 13 (@) had been omitted because the second part of the Article
referred to the progressive development of international law and its
codification, and that that matter was already being handled by a
United Nations body. Mr. Dulles observed that the objection could
be avoided by splitting the Article.

Mr. Sandifer said that there might be no objection to including
Article 13 (a) ; however, he pointed out that in preparing a resolution,
it had not been thought desirable to give the Interim Committee un-
limited jurisdiction, and Article 13(a) was a very broad statement.
However, he recognized that citation of this Article might appeal to
some States as making the resolution more restrictive.

Mr. Dulles expressed the opinion that mention of Article 13(a)
would strengthen the resolution and make it easier for some States to
support it. He suggested that a phrase might be inserted in paragraph
2(a) “or which relates to promoting international cooperation in the
political field as contemplated in Article 13 (a)”.

Ambassador Austin inquired whether the draft before the Delega-
tion was a tentative one. Mr. Dulles replied that he would like sufficient
approval of the draft to be able to submit it without having to come
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back to another Delegation meeting. He continued that paragraph “e”
of the -draft resolution had also been altered so that the Interim
Committee had the authority to record facts. Reference to the working
capital fund had also been eliminated because it was agreed that the
financial consequences of the resolution would have to be submitted
to Committee 5 in any event. It was also not thought desirable to high-
light the inevitable fact that there would be con51derable expendlture
connected with the Committee’s work.

Mr. Ross, referring to paragraph 2(a), noted there was no reference
in Article 14 to Members bringing situations to the attention of the
General Assembly. He inquired whether it had been considered un-
desirable for the Assembly to delegate broader powers to the Com-
mittee. Ambassador Austin inquired whether the phrase “may be
brought to its attention” at the beginning of paragraph 2(a) was in-
tended to be an addition to the provisions in Article 14. Mr. Dulles said
that he thought Mr. Ross had raised a good point since under Article
14, it would be in the competence of the General Assembly, upon its
own initiative, to deal with any situation. Ambassador Austin inquired
how the Committee could do business if, in actual practice, a Member

“were not to bring a situation to the attention of the Committee. Mr.
Dulles stated that the thought was that the Committee would not deal
with a situation if it were not important enough for a Member to bring
it before the Committee. He continued that his impression was that
when dealing with this Interim Committee, it was better not to give
it too much power. of initiative or to send it roving too widely. The
Committee should not go into a situation that was not important
enough to be brought to its attention by some Member. ;

Mr. Ross observed that it was certain that there would be strong
objection from the U.S.S.R. to the Interim Committee proposal. Since
some Delegations have doubts as to how far the Interim Committee
should be authorized to go, he thought it would be tactically wise to
leave the wording as broad as possible in order to leave some room
for compromise. Ambassador Austin reported that Cadogan had in-
quired whether the United States had considered what should be done
if the U.S.S.R. and its satellites did not partlclpate in the Committee.
He wondered whether the United States was -going to assume this risk
and continue on none the less. v _

Mr. Dulles observed that there might be a parallel to the Trusteeship
Council on which the Russians had not participated, He continued
that the resolution might provide that the Committee could consider
such situations as may come to its attention under Article 14. Mr. Fahy
suggested using the phrase “within the purview of Article 14”.

Mr. Sandifer observed that the question had been exhaustively dis-
cussed in the Department. The thought was that the new agency should
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not be given the status of an alter ego of the Assembly but an agency
which was being created to which Members could bring questions.
The character of the Committee would be changed if it were given
its authority in its own right to take up any casc it desired. Mr. Dulles
said that he assumed that everyone agreed that such was not the United
States desire. Mr. Ross said that he did not see to what point we might
recede in case of need and feared that the resolution might be tying
the United States hands too tightly. He thought the same observation
applied to the phraseology which said that the Committee could con-
sider such situations and disputes as may be brought to its attention
“by the Security Council, pursuant to Article 11(2)”. He doubted the
wisdom of starting out by imposing specific limitations.

** Mr. Dulles said that he was willing to sponsor the resolution either
on the basis of the restrictive, precise definition or the broader general
grant of powers. However, he would rather put in a fairly conser-
vatively drafted resolution to avoid the charge that the United States
was trying to give all the Assembly’s powers to an interim body rather
than to ask for a large grant for which the United States might be
attacked. - -

Mr. Thompson suggested that there was not only the possibility of
receding but the resolution might be broadened if other Delegations
thought that were desirable. He raised the question whether the resolu-
tion before the Delegation should be introduced as it stood or whether
it ‘might be fully discussed later since it was certain to be a con-
troversial matter. He thought it might be wise to discuss the matter
before putting it before the Committee, Mr. Ross observed that the
course to be followed would depend on an estimate on the amount
of support to be received. He reported that those Delegations to whom
he had talked were strongly in favor of the United States proposal
and, therefore, he believed it would receive general strong support.
- Ambassador Austin expressed the opinion that contact with other
Delegations on this question would stir up a good many views. He
thought that there should be some very thorough interviewing with
other Delegations before a definite position was taken, and he thought
that even before a text was agreed upon, that the Delegation should be
certain regarding the position of other Delegates.

Mr. Raynor reported that the United Kingdom Delegation had
recommended to London that it be authorized to support the United
States proposal on the Interim Committee.

Mr. Sandifer said that in considering the course of action and use
of the draft text, the members of the Delegation should keep in mind
the scope and nature of the Committee as it had been set forth in the
Secretary’s speech. He expressed some doubts on how long a delay
should take place before informing other Delegates of what the
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United States ideas were. He noted that a good many people did not
understand the scope and tenor of the United States proposal, and
thought that the sooner they were informed, the sooner their thinking
would be shaped. As it stood, the other Delegations were thinking in
a vacuum, and that might give rise to doubts and objections. He ob-
served that the substance of the resolution could not be clearly altered
if the Interim Committee were to accomplish what the United States
had in mind.

Ambassador Austin said that he did not think that a decision could
be taken at the moment since it was a very important step in the devel-
opment of the United Nations. Although assuming that what Mr.
Sandifer had said was true, that time was important, yet, in the inter-
est of agreement and possible improvement, he thought that the Dele-
gation should regard the draft document US/A/C.1/143 as a prelimi-
nary draft to be studied with colleagues in the General Assembly and
to be reconsidered in two or three days after reactions had been
obtained. Then, in the light of these reactions, the matter could be
re-examined.. : : S

Mr. Dulles expressed the opinion that contact should be made with
other Delegations. with a view of educating them but he doubted
whether the precise text should be discussed. He noted that there might,
be confusion if drafting changes had to be made later or were accepted
from other Delegations. He thought that the discussion- should be
about the general idea rather than the detailed text which should be
taken up in the proper committee. Co :

Mr. Fahy expressed the opinion that the United States must present
a draft and give a detailed explanation to Committee 1 to demonstrate
that the Interim Committee was not intended as a full substitute for
the General Assembly. He noted that Norway, on the previous day, had
wondered whether the General Assembly was to be replaced by the
Committee. He agreed that Delegates from other Members should be
given general explanations not a precise draft.

Mr. Bohlen expressed the opinion that the United States must sub-
mit the draft on this question but at the same time agreed that the areas
of doubt in the minds of other Delegations should be discovered. Re-
calling the questions which had already been posed, he noted that the
chief query had been whether the United States was trying to set up a
substitute for the Security Council. He thought the preamble of the
resolution should make clear that this was not the intention; it should
refer to the area of action which the Charter gave to the General As-
sembly; and make it clear that it was not intended to modify the
Charter nor to alter the relationship between the General Assembly
and the Security Council. The preamble could be elaborated to state
that the General Assembly has certain powers under the :Assembly
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{Charter?] and to enumerate those powers. He thought that this
failure to spell out the powers of the Assembly to show that they were
legalized under the Charter had given rise to considerable doubts.
Another point that needed to be clarified was who made the decision
whether a new case should go to the Security Council or to the Interim
Committee. He thought this matter ought to be considered in the Dele-
gation. He raised the question whether the Interim Committee took
over if the Security Council failed or whether a matter mlght go first
to the Interim Committee.

Ambassador Johnson stated that it was his understandmg that the
Interim Committee should not consider matters demanding enforce-
ment action. The Committee should have jurisdiction only on those
things which the Security Council or a Member referred to it. Mr.
Bohlen agreed that no action under Chapter VII of the Charter was
envisaged as coming to the Interim Committee. Ambassador Johnson
suggested that this point should be spelled out since a number of the
smaller Delegations were not clear on it. He thought that it would also
be useful to paraphrase the Charter in the preamble of the resolution
to make it clear what the Committee could and could not do. Mr.
Bohlen reiterated that he intended that the preamble should make
clear that the Interim Committee was not infringing on the Security
Council. Mr. Dulles agreed that it would be desirable to make such
changes in the preamble.

Ambassador Austin polled the Delegatlon to inquire whether it
desired to consider US/A/C.1/143 as a basic paper for the purpose of
drafting a definitive resolution postponing such final resolution for a
number of days. The Political Officers were requested to indicate to
him how long a period of delay there should be. This proposal was
unanimously approved by the Delegation.

[Here follows discussion of other subjects.]

10 Files: US/A/C.1/148
United States Delegation Working Paper

CONFIDENTIAL [NEw Yorg,] September 23, 1947.

REevisep DrAFT RESOLUTION ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INTERIM
CoMMITTEE OF THE (GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Tue GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Conscious of the responsibilities specifically conferred upon it by the
Charter in relation to the maintenance of international peace and secu-
rity (Article 11), the promotion of international cooperation in the
political field (Article 13), peaceful adjustment of any matters likely
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to impair the general welfare and friendly relations among nations
(Article 14) ;

Deeming it necessary for the effective performance of these func-
tions to establish a Committee for study, inquiry and discussion on its
behalf during the period between the adjournment of the present
session and the convening of the next regular session of the General
Assembly (Article 22) ; :

Recognizing fully the primary responsibility of the Security Coun-
cil for prompt and effective action for the maintenance of international
peace and security (Article24);

Resolves that

1. An Interim Committee is created composed of all the Members
of the United Nations, each Member to have one representative;

2. The Interim Committee shall assist the General Assembly by
performing the following duties and functions:

a. To consider, as it may determine, such situations as may come to
its attention within the purview of Article 14, or be brought to the
attention of the General Assembly by the Security Council pursuant
to Article 11(2), and to report thereon, with its recommendations to
the General Assembly ;

b. To consider and to make recommendations to the General Assem-
bly upon general principles of cooperation in the maintenance of in-
ternational peace and security under Article 11(1) and to initiate
studies and make recommendations for the purpose of promoting
international cooperation in the political field under Article 13(1) (a) ;

¢. To consider whether occasion may require the calling of a special
session of the General Assembly and if it deems that such session is
required, to so advise the Secretary-General.

. To conduct investigations and appoint commissions of inquiry
within the scope of its duties and functions as it may deem useful and
necessary.

e. To study, report and recommend to the Third Regular Session
of the General Assembly on the advisability of establishing a commit-
tee of the General Assembly on a permanent basis to perform the
duties and functions of the Interim Committee with any changes
considered desirable in the light of its experience.

f. To perform such other functionsand duties as the General
Assembly may assign to it.

3. In discharging its duties and functions, the Interim Committee
shall at all times take cognizance of the responsibilities of the Security
Council under the Charter for the maintenance of international peace
and security, and it shall also take duly into account the duties and
functions assigned by the General Assembly or by the Security Council
to any committee or commission, such as the Atomic Energy
Commission, and the Commission for Conventional Armaments.

4. The provisional rules of procedure of the General Assembly shall,
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so far as applicable, govern the proceedings of the Interim Committee
and such subcommittees and commissions as it may set up. The Interim
Committee shall elect its Chairman, Vice-Chairman, Rapporteur and
such other officers as it may deem necessary. The Interim Committee
shall be convened by the Secretary-General within 15 days following
the close of the Second Regular Session of the Géneral Assembly, and
it shall continue to serve until the beginning of the Third Regular
Session of the General Assembly.

5. The Secretary-General shall enter into suitable arrangements
with the appropriate authorities of any Member State in whose terri-
tory the Interim Committee or its subcommittees or commissions may
wish to sit or to travel. He shall provide necessary facilities and
assign appropriate staff as required for the work of the Interim
Committee, its subcommittees and commissions.

10 Files: US/A/C.1/161
United States Delegation Working Paper

[New Yorg,] September 24, 1947.

PossiBLE OBIECTIONS TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INTERIM GENERAL
AssemBry CoMMITTEE !
1. Objection

The establishment of a new subsidiary organ of the General Assem-
bly sitting continuously with jurisdiction over certain matters relating
to international peace and security is contrary to the system of separa-
tion of powers between the Security Council and the General Assembly
contemplated by the Charter. The General Assembly under the Charter
was given jurisdiction over matters affecting international peace and
security on the assumption that it would be in session only once a year
except for special sessions (Article 20). The proposal to establish such
a committee would, in effect, extend the jurisdiction of the General
Assembly not by altering its scope but by altering the normal period
when it may exercise its jurisdiction. The establishment of such com-
mittee would constitute an invasion of the Security Council jurisdic-
tion.

Answer

(a) Article 28 provided that the Security Council shall be so
organized as to function continuously. Article 20 states that the Gen-
eral Assembly shall meet in regular annual sessions and in such special
sessions as occasion may require. There is nothing in the Charter that

* It should be noted that this paper proposes to deal with objections of con-
stitutiona1 nature only. [Footnote in the source text.]
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would prevent the General Assembly from remaining in session for
the entire year. While the Security Council must sit continuously, it
is left to the General Assembly to regulate the duration of its sessions
according to its volume of business, the General Assembly being the
master of its own procedure (Article 21). Consequently, there is noth-
ing in the Charter which would prevent the General Assembly from
sitting continuously or from creating a standing subsidiary Committee
under Article 22.

() The establishment of the Committee cannot be considered as
constituting an invasion of the Security Council jurisdiction. In the
field of pacific settlement the Security Council deals with disputes or
situations the continuance of which is likely to endanger international
peace and security. Under Article 35 a State is given a choice of bring-
ing this type of controversy either before the Security Council or
before the General Assembly. According to Article 35(3), the proceed-
ings of the General Assembly in respect of such matters are “subject
to the provisions of Articles 11 and 12.” 2 Under Article 11(2) the
General Assembly may discuss any questions relating to the mainte-
nance of international peace and security brought before it by any
Member of the United Nations or by the Security Council or by a State
which is not a Member of the United Nations in accordance with
Article 35(2) and except as provided in Article 12 may make recom-
mendations in regard to any stch questions. The Committee, according
to its terms of reference, would be able to consider disputes or situa-
tions likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and
security only within the limits of the General Assembly jurisdiction in
this field and under the following conditions and with the following
limitations:

1. If such dispute or situation is brought before the Committee by
the Security Council itself in accordance with Article 11(2). Even in
this case the continued jurisdiction of the Committee as a subsidiary
Committee of the General Assembly would be subject to the pro-
visions of Article 12. Moreover, in any event the Committee would
be able to make recommendations only to the General Assembly, If
the Security Council is in any way apprehensive of its jurisdiction, it
would, of course, be free not to bring its controversy before the
Committee.

2. If such dispute or situation is specifically referred to it by the

General Assembly itself. In this case again the Committee would be
able to make recommendations only to the General Assembly.

- Article 11(2) provides that when “action” is necessary the General Assembly
shall refer the question to the Security Council either before or after discussion,
and Article 12 provides that where the Security Council is already exercising
its functions in respect of such matter the General Assembly shall not make
any recommendations unless the Security Council so requests. [Footnote in
the source text.]

335-253—73——14
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Outside of these two instances, the Committee can only deal with
situations brought under Article 14 as likely to impair the general
welfare or friendly relations among nations which are within the
typical jurisdiction of the General Assembly. It can hardly be said
that this might be construed as a usurpation of the Security Council
powers.

The field of “action” under Chapter VII (“action with respect to
threats to the peace, breaches of the peace, and acts of aggression”)
is within the exclusive jurisdiction of the Security Council. The
Charter does not mention the Assembly as an organ in this field.
Article 11 provides that where “action is necessary with respect to
questions relating to the maintenance of international peace and se-
curity” such question shall be referred by the General Assembly to
the Security Council. Consequently, the Committee could not exercise
any functions in this field. . o

(¢) Only in one instance under the terms of the United States draft
resolution have the Members direct access to the Committee. They may
bring before the Committee disputes or situations regardless of origin
under Article 14 and the Committee may consider and recommend
measures for their peaceful adjustment. The Charter did not con-
template that the Security Council would deal with this type of con-
troversy unless it was regarded as a dispute within the meaning of
Article 33. Moreover, the Committee may direct its recommendations
only to the General Assembly.

(d) Article 11(1) contemplates that the General Assembly will
consider general principles of cooperation in the maintenance of in-
ternational peace and security. Article 18(1) @ provides that the Gen-
eral Assembly shall initiate studies and makes recommendations for
the purpose of promoting international cooperation in the political
field. Obviously these spheres of activities of the General Assembly re-
quire thorough study and preparation before the General Assembly
can make adequate recommendations. One of the most important func-
tions of the proposed committee would be to operate as a studying
group and collect the necessary materials for Assembly action. This
function, too, in no way encroaches upon the Security Council powers
since it lies outside of the jurisdiction of the Security Council.

2. Objection

The establishment of a standing committee of the General Assembly
is a device to circumvent the operation of the veto in the Security

Council.
Answer (See also the answer to the fourth objection below.)

As pointed out above, the General Assembly has jurisdiction in
certain questions relating to the maintenance of international peace
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and security. The purpose of this Committee is to make more effective
the carrying out of some of the more important responsibilities of the
- General Assembly within the Charter. Without such Committee the
General Assembly is unable to deal adequately with the important
responsibilities which devolve upon it according to Articles 11,13, 14
and 35. This does not affect the voting procedures in the Security
Council. The primary responsibility of the Security Council for the
maintenance of international peace and security is safeguarded by the
provisions of Article 12. The Security Council remains the only organ
authorized to provide for “action” within the meaning of the last
sentence of Article 11(2). None of the powers envisaged for the com:
mittee encroaches upon this exclusive authority of the Security
Council. S : - :

3. Objection _ ’ .
The constitution of such Committee by the General Assembly

amounts to an illegal delegation of powers on the part of the General
- Assembly to a subsidiary organ. -

Answer

The Charter accepts the principle of delegation of powers in that
it provides in Article 22 that the General Assembly may constitute
subsidiary organs. A number of such subsidiary organs have already
been constituted, such as the Atomic Energy Commission, the Com-
mittee on the Progressive Development of International Law and its
Codification, the Headquarters Advisory Committee and others. All
these subsidiary organs have functioned regardless of whether the
General Assembly was in session. It is essential that an organ like
the General Assembly have unquestioned authority to constitute sub-
sidiary committees to assist it in the performance of its duties. The
proposed Committee would not possess powers excessive to a subsidiary
committee for the following reasons:

(2) Every Member of the United Nations will be represented on
the Committee.

(6) The most important and effective remedy given to the General
Assembly is its power to make recommendations to its members and to
the parties to a controversy. The Committee would not possess such
power, which is reserved for the Assembly itself. Nor would the Com-
mittee have power to make recommendations to the Security Council
or any other United Nations organ, which power too is reserved to
the General Assembly.

(¢) The principal activities of the Committee under Article 14 and
Article 11(1) and 13(1)e would be to study, prepare, investigate and
follow up matters for General Assembly action and to make recom-
mendations to the General Assembly only. In this sphere of activities
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the question of delegation does not arise since the Committee’s work is
of ancillary and ministerial character, designed to serve as a basis for
recommendations by the General Assembly itself. In order to be able
to ascertain facts the committee is to be given authority to appoint
commissions of inquiry. It might be argued that the power to appoint
such commissions is too important to be passed on by a blanket authori-
zation to a subsidiary committee such as the proposed Committee, and
that at the most the authorization should be confined to specific cases.
However, obviously the Committee would not be in & position to make
intelligent recommendations without being able to obtain the necessary
facts. Thus, if it should be denied the authority to appoint commis-
sions of inquiry whenever this becomes necessary in the course of its
proceedings, it would either have to wait until the next regular session
of the General Assembly and at that time ask the General Assembly
for a specific authority to appoint such commission; or it would have
to recommend convocation of a special session of the General Assembly
for the purpose of obtaining such specific authority. Either of the two
alternatives is impracticable and would defeat the very purpose of
the establishment of the Committee. Moreover, all that the Committee
could do under the United States draft resolution would be to appoint
a commission of inquiry and recommend to the states concerned that
they cooperate with the commission and facilitate its functioning.
Such commission of inquiry, for instance, would not be entitled to
enter the territory of any state in order to conduct an on-the-spot in-
vestigation without the consent by the government of such state. This
is due to the fact that the very basis of the powers of the General
Assembly and of any of its subsidiary organs is the power to recom-
mend only. To say this, however, is not to depreciate the strength of
the General Assembly’s opinion of what should be done; rather it is
to say that as a matter of law members are free to choose to respond,
ornot. ~

4, Objection »

Even if the language of the Charter does not prohibit the establish-
ment of a standing committee, such establishment would be a doubtful
constitutional practice. It would amount to a major and drastic change
in the structure of the organs of the United Nations, the need for
which has not been demonstrated by its 20 months’ experience.

Answer

The experiences gathered in the many months of the both parts of
the First Session, as well as the experience from calling of the
Special Session, are sufficient to demonstrate a pressing need for
more adequate preparation of the sessions of the General Assembly
which would be the principal function of the proposed Committee.
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Furthermore, the experience with the Palestine Special Session has
clearly brought out the fact that there exists a reluctance on the part
of the members to assemble in a special session. For this and for the
other reasons indicated above, the special sessions could not perform
the functions contemplated for the standing committee. Finally one of
the important functions of the proposed committee is to consider on
the basis of the experience of this year whether a permanent standing
committee to perform these other functions should be established.

5. Objection

It will be argued that the Members, in order to obtain access to a
vetoless forum, will label their controversies in the language of
Article 14 rather than in accordance with their true character as con-
troversies endangering international peace and security. In this way,
they will appear before the Committee rather than before the Security
Council. ' ‘ ‘ '

Answer

Even if there should develop such tendency, any Member of the
Security Council, and for that matter any Member of the United
Nations and the Secretary-General could at any time draw the atten-
tion of the Security Council to the controversy which in his view
endangers peace and should be dealt with by the Security Council. If
the Security Council accepts this view and puts the matter on the
agenda, the jurisdiction of the Committee becomes subject to the pro-
visions of Article 12 for the period during which the Security Council
is dealing with it. Furthermore, as indicated above, the Security Coun-
cil remains the only organ to provide for “action” in accordance with
the last sentence of Article 11(2).

IO Files: US/A/C.1/181

Minutes of a Meeting With Members of the United Kingdom
Delegation, New York, September 24, 1947

CONFIDENTIAL

Participants: Mr. Hector McNeil
Sir Hartley Shawcross
Sir Alexander Cadogan
Mr. Gladwyn Jebb
Mr. W. E. Beckett
Mr. V. G. Lawford
Mr. P. S. Falla
Mr. E. E. Tomkins

United Kingdom Delegation
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Mr. John Foster Dulles
Mr. Dean Rusk"

Mr. Elwood Thompson
Mr. David Wainhouse
Mr. Charles Noyes
Mr. Hayden Raynor

United States Delegation

.GENERAL AssEMBLY INTERIM COMMITTEE AND THE VETO

This meeting was arranged at the request of the British side in order
to exchange views on the two questions listed above. In view of the
slightly late arrival of Messrs. McNeil, Shawcross and Cadogan, the
meetmg opened with a presentation by Mr Beckett of a formula which
he had in mind which he thought would accomplish our purpose and
at the same time be completely legal from the point of view of the
Charter. This plan was for the General Assembly to remain in session
most of the year, operating however only through one committee,
Committee 1. An outline of Mr. Beckett’s views is attached.® This
will be submitted later as an addendum to this document.

Mr. Jebb then described certain reservations which he has to Mr.
Beckett’s plan. His main point is a feeling that it at least strains
Article 20 of the Charter, which states that the General Assembly
shall hold an annual meeting. A copy of a memorandum prepared by
Mr. Jebb outlining his views is attached. It will be noted that Mr. Jebb
however feels that it would be legal for this Assembly to decree that
its Committee 1 continue to exist during the interim period and he
believes that there would be no question of the legality of Committee
1 then establishing whatever necessary Sub- committees or working
parties which might be needed.

After the arrival of Messrs. McNeil, Shawcross and Cadogan, Mr.
Dulles gave a comprehensive review of our background thinking which
led to the proposal for the creation of an Interim Committee of the
Assembly. He stressed the following two reasons:

a. Public opinion in this country, which is crying for some revitali-
zation of the United Nations.

b. The acute need during this abnormal period to have some con-
tinuing body of the Assembly which can study and report on import-
ant questlons requiring Assembly attention in view of the fact that
there are too many major questions at issue at the moment for the
Assembly to handle at its regular session.

In Mr. Dulles’ exposition he stressed the 1mportahce we attach to this
committee handling matters referred to it under the purview of Article

! Not attached.
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14 of the Charter. He also stressed that we have no rigid ideas as to the
exact method which should be employed to accomplish the aims of
strengthening the Assembly which we have in mind. He mentioned the
point that we look on the whole proposition as an experiment and thus
provided for it to exist for only a year and to include in its terms of
reference the responsibility of studying and reporting on the desira-
bility of some such arrangement being permanent. In his discussion
Mr. Dulles explained our view that we felt it was unwise for the Gen-
eral Assembly itself to remain in session for a long time in view of the
impossibility under such circumstances of the leading political per-
sonalities of the world attending long meetings. He explained that the
General Assembly’s strength is primarily based on its moral authority
which in turn in world opinion depends to a considerable extent on the
presence in the Assembly of leading world political figures.

In making a point as to a committee of the type we have in mind
being able to do advance study and preparatory work on problems
coming before the Assembly, Mr. Dulles cited the example of Korea 2
on which no one other than the Great Powers involved had probably
given much thought and how it would have been desirable for this to
have been studied by a committee of the Assembly in a preparatory
way prior to the meeting of the Assembly itself. Mr. Dulles outlined
the theory that when the Charter was drafted no one had expected
that problems such as Korea and Austria might have to be referred
to the United Nations for settlement in view of the inability of the
Great Powers to agree. He said that now the United Nations might be
faced with a great variety of such problems.
~ Sir Hartley Shawcross inquired if we envisaged members having
the right to raise questions directly with this committee and Mr. Dulles
replied in the affirmative but explained that we felt the right of the
Assembly to make recommendations to Member States on the other
hand was such a fundamental right that the Assembly should not
delegate this.

Sir Hartley then inquired if we envisaged the committee resulting
generally in a by-passing of the Security Council. Mr. Dulles replied
in the negative, stating that while there might be some degree of com-
petition between the two bodies he thought it might not extend beyond
the stage of healthy competition. He explained our thesis that on the
contrary the Security Council would be strengthened as we could at
least hope that the existence of this Assembly body might result in
more efficient operation of the Security Council (the Soviet attitude
in the Security Council might be more reasonable).

- AFor documentation on the Korean question, see vol. vi, pp. 596 ff.
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Mr. Dulles also argued that there was an area of cases, such as
Spain and the United Kingdom-Egyptian case,® which in so far as the
Security Council was concerned could be termed borderline cases and
which probably never should have been brought to the Security Coun-
cil as no direct threats to the peace were involved. He said the com-
mittee could handle this type of case and thus keep the decks of the
Security Council free to handle the critical problems for which it was
designed. ' »

Mr. McNeil then raised the question as to whether it was legally
possible for Member States to remit problems directly to a committee
rather than to the Assembly. Mr. Dulles replied that we felt it was and
explained our feeling that a body such as the Assembly could delegate
such powers as studying, investigation, reporting, that in our view
the only type of power which it could not delegate was its own power
of judgment or discretion. Sir Alexander Cadogan expressed agree-
ment with this view. : : :

Mr. McNeil inquired if we envisaged the committee having the
power to appoint investigating committees and Mr. Dulles replied in
the affirmative. The British did not appear to challenge this.

Mr. McNeil inquired if we felt the committee had the right to call
special sessions and Mr. Dulles said “Yes”.

Sir Hartley Shawcross at this point returned to the question as to
whether the idea could not be carried out in a better way by some
form of adjournment of the Assembly such as adjournment sine die.
There was considerable discussion on this point.

Finally Sir Hartley raised the political aspect of the question, ask-
ing what our views would be on the desirability of creating the com-
mission should the Soviet Union pursue the policy it did on the
Trusteeship Council and refuse to participate because it felt the crea-
tion of the committee was illegal. He also said we should consider the
possibility of certain other States taking the same course of action. We
admitted that if this contingency arose, the committee could not be
expected to function entirely in the way that we had in mind, but we
did feel that nevertheless it should be created in the hope that at some
later date any dissidents would join up. Mr. Dulles, in talking to this
point, said that he now had some hope that the Soviet might decide
in the relatively near future to participate in the work of the Trustee-
ship Council.

Before adjourning there was a very brief discussion of the veto.
The major point raised by the British was to ask the question whether
we would consider that a veto had been exercised in the case where

3 or documentation on these issues, see vol. v, pp. 761 ff. (the Anglo-Egyptian
controversy) and Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. v, pp. 10-23 and ibid., 1947, vol. 111,
pp. 1053 ff. (the Spanish question).
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there were seven favorable votes and four Great Power negative votes.
Dean Rusk replied that we would feel that this type of situation would
constitute a veto.

* After the meeting Mr. Jebb and others on the British side expressed
the hope that this group could meet again in the very near future to
continue this discussion.

[Annex]
Memoranoum From Mr. JeBB

My own reactions to Mr. Beckett’s note on “One way of carrying
out Mr. Marshall’s plan for an Interim Committee” are as follows:

(1) I am not sure that the idea of creating a permanent Assembly
which would virtually be in continuous session is not in itself a viola-
tion, or at any rate a straining, of Article 20 of the Charter.

(2) I should have thought that a simpler way of achieving the same
object, and one moreover which might be more in accordance with
the Charter, would be for the General Assembly, before ending its
present session, simply to decree that its Committee I should continue
in being until the opening of the next Session in September 1948.

(8) This action, which might, I suggest, be justified under Article
22, would of course mean that the body established would have its
own powers of recommendation: but it would have ample powers of
discussion and there would be nothing to prevent its forming sub-
committees or working parties.

(4) It would, in addition, no doubt have also to be laid down in
the Resolution of the Assembly establishing the continuing existence
of Committee I, that any matter which was, after the end of the pres-
ent session, referred to the General Assembly by any Member or any
non-Member under Article 14 or Article 35, should be considered
immediately and in the first instance by Committee I.

In the event of two-thirds of the Members of Committee I being of
the opinion after discussion that any matter so referred to the General
Assembly should be the subject of immediate attention by the Assem-
bly itself, it will be open for that Committee so to inform the Secre-
tary-General who would then have to dispatch the necessary telegrams
to all Member States, and on receipt of the necessary majority (which
would be automatic) summon a special session of the General
Assembly.

(5) It is for consideration whether, if such a procedure were
adopted, it might not be desirable for the Assembly to perpetuate,
at any rate for a year, its own general Committee with the object of
deciding exactly what subjects referred to the General Assembly
should be discussed by Committee I, or which, on the other hand,
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might more profitably be left over for consideration at the regular
General Assembly in September. The General Committee might also
suitably be given rather wide powers in regard to the establishment of
priorities, and might be instructed to confer with the Secretary-
General from time to time on this important subject.

IO Files: US/A/C.1/165

United States Delegation Working Paper
[New York,] September 26, 1947.

ResoLuTION ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INTERIM COMMITTEE OF THE
GENERAL ASSEMBLY

PROPOSED BY THE DELEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES -

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY C , o

-Conscious of the responsibilities specifically conferred upon it by
the Charter in relation to the maintenance of international peace and
security (Article 11), the promotion of international cooperation in
the political field (Article 13), peaceful adjustment of any matters
likely to impair the general welfare and friendly relations among
nations (Article 14) ; : ,

Deeming it necessary for the effective performance of these func-
tions to establish a Committee for study, inquiry and discussion on
its behalf during the period between the adjournment of the present
session and the convening of the next regular session of the General
Assembly (Article 22) ;

Recognizing fully the primary responsibility of the Security Coun-
cil for prompt and effective action for the maintenance of international
peace and security (Article 24) ;

Resolves that

1. An Interim Committee is created composed of all the Members
of the United Nations, each Member to have one representative ;

2. The Interim Committee shall assist the General Assembly by
performing the following duties and functions: ‘

a. To consider, as it may determine, such situations as may come
to its attention within the purview of Article 14, or such questions as
are brought before the General Assembly by the Security Council
pursuant to Article 11(2), and to report thereon, with its recommen-
dations to the General Assembly.

b. To consider and to make recommendations to the General As-
sembly upon general principles of cooperation in the maintenance of
international peace and security under Article 11(1) and to initiate
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studies and make recommendations for the purpose of promoting inter-
national cooperation in the political field under Article 13(1) (a).
" ¢. To consider whether occasion may require the calling of a special
session of the General Assembly and if it deems that such session is
re%uired, to so advise the Secretary-General. o o

. To conduct investigations and appoint commissions of inquiry
" within the scope of its duties and functions as it may deem useful
and necessary. ' ;

e. To study, report and recommend to the Third Regular Session
of the General Assembly on the advisability of establishing a Com-
mittee of the General Assembly on a permanent basis to perform the
duties and functions of the Interim Committee with any changes con-
sidered desirable in the light of its experience.

f. To perform such other functions and duties as the General As-
sembly may assign toit. :

3. In discharging its duties and functions, the Interim Committee
shall at all times take cognizance of the responsibilities of the Security
Council under the Charter for the maintenance of international peace
and security, and it shall also take duly into account the duties and
functions assigned by the General Assembly or by the Security Council
to any committee or commission, such as the Atomic Energy
Commission, and the Commission for Conventional Armaments.

" 4. The provisional rules of procedure of the General Assembly shall,
so far as applicable, govern the proceedings of the Interim Committee
and such subcommittees and commissions as it may set up. The Interim
Committee shall elect its Chairman, Vice-Chairman, Rapporteur and
such other officers as it may deem necessary. The Interim Committee
shall be convened by the Secretary-General within 15 days following
the close of the Second Regular Session of the General Assembly, and
it shall continue to serve until the beginning of the Third Regular
Session of the General Assembly. '

5. The Secretary-General shall enter into suitable arrangements with
the appropriate authorities of any Member State in whose territory
the Interim Committee or its subcommittees or commissions may wish
to sit or to travel. He shall provide necessary facilities and assign
appropriate staff as required for the work of the Interim Committee,
its subcommittees and commissions.*

* This text was transmitted to the United Nations Secretariat and was printed
as U.N. Doc. A/C.1/196, September 26.



196 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

IO Files : US/A/C.1/222

Minutes of o Meeting With Members of the United ngdom
 Delegation, New York, September 30, 1947, 11 p. m.

CONFIDENTIAL

Present: Sir Hartley Shawcross of the United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. H. M. G. Jebb of the United Kingdom Delegation
- Mr. W. E. Beckett of the United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. P. S. Falla of the United Kingdom Delegation o
" Mr. C. D. W. O’Neill of the United ngdom Delegation

Mr. John Foster Dulles of the United States Delegation
Mr. Elwood N. Thompson of the United States Delegation
Mr. David W. Wainhouse of the United States Delegation
Mr. Harley A. Notter of the United States Delegation

Mr. Hayden Raynor of the United States Delegation

GENERAL ASSDMBLY INTERIM COMMI’ITEE

At the beginning' of the meeting, the British handed to us the
attached memorandum relating to legal questions on our proposal.
The memorandum was not discussed as such, but most of the points
contained therein were made during a detailed review which followed

[discussion?] of our resolution. The memorandum is attached as
Annex 1. :

General Discussion

Sir Hartley Shawcross then opened a plellmlnary general diseus-
sion by reaffirming that the United Kingdom was committed to sup-
port our proposal in prmclple, and stfxted that they had been especmlly
1mpressed by the public opinion arguments used by Mr. Dulles in our
prev1ous meeting. He said the British had desired this meeting in order
to review the proposal in detail in order to put it in a form most likely
to be adopted, a form which would meet the objections most likely to
be raised, and which would secure favorable votes from states which

might otherw1se be in the doubtful column. He expressed the view that
the objections would generally fall into two categories—(a) general
constitutional doubts, and (&) a feeling that this Would be a duplica-
tion of the Security Councﬂ

Article 35

Sir Hartley Shawcross then raised the question as to whether the
omission of reference to Article 35 in our draft resolution was inten-
tional. Mr. Dulles replied that while we had not intended to preclude
the spirit of this Article, we had felt its specific inclusion was unneces-
sary, that we had eliminated it in order to stress the articles in which
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the powers of the Assembly with respect to peace and security matters
had their origin, and that Article 35 did not fall in that category.

General Review of our Proposal

Mr. Dulles said he thought that by reading the outline of the func-
tions of the committee as contained in his present draft of his opening
statement, this and other matters might become clearer. He said that
in his statement he made the following four points in this connection :

(1) Preparatory functions—Studying and reporting to the General
Assembly on Article 14 items on its agenda. - S
. (2) Follow-through functions (such as Greece, Palestine and
Corea). .- — L L, :

(3) )General “principles pertaining to peace and security—Article
11—cooperation in the political field (Article 13). Mr. Dulles men-
tioned that under ‘this general heading, questions such as indirect
aggression and the Soviet concept of the press containing matters
hostile to other states could be included.. .., -~ - O

(4) - A study and recommendations asto whether a committee of this
type should be made permanent.* | ' g

~ In this general discussion, Mr. Dulles asked the British what they
thought of an argument for general use in our presentation running
along thisline: All of the other fields covered by the General Assembly,
such as economic and social, trusteeship, budgetary and financial are
prepared for in advance by sub-organizations such as the Economic
and Social Council, the Trusteeship Council, the various commissions
of ECOSOC, and the Advisory Committee on the Budget, except
political problems falling under Committee 1. As a result, when the
Assembly meets, Committee 1 is overloaded and the General Assembly
itself neglects other matters in order to take care of the heavy load of
Committee 1. The British thought this was a fair and valid argument.

There was general agreement on both sides to our statement in
answer to their inquiry that even if the Security Council worked per-
fectly, this committee would still be useful.

The British agree with our thought that the committee should be a
committee of the whole.

During the discussion, and in answer to British questions, Mr.
Dulles stated that we visualized the preparatory functions of the com-
mittee to be as broad as the General Assembly functions in this field,
and thus that they would cover disputes as well as situations.

Also in answer to questions, Mr. Dulles stated our view to be that
matters primarily falling under Security Council jurisdiction should
not be handled by the committee unless the Security Council has failed

*Mr. Dulles’ opening statement to the First Committee on October 14 is found
in United Nations, Oficial Records of the General Assembly, Second Session,
First Committee, pp. 129 ff. (hereafter cited as GA (II), First Committee).
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to act and such matters have been removed from the agenda of the’
Security Council. He added, however, that we would be careful not to
preclude the right of the committee to discuss such matters.

French Attitude

Mr. Jebb reported that the French liked the follow-through function
of the committee and the idea of assigning to the committee matters
which the Security Council fails to settle. Mr. Jebb had not discussed
with the French our idea on preparatory functions and he was not
prepared to speculate on what the French reaction to our ideas on this
might be. Mr. Jebb added that the French felt the committee should not
be authorized to make investigations in cases where the Security Coun-
cil has already made investigations. Of more importance, Mr. Jebb
reported that the French apparently rather firmly feel that the com-
mittee should be precluded from dealing with Security Council matters
until after such matters have been removed from the agenda of the
Security Council. Messrs. Jebb and Shawcross, however, seem to feel
that the French might be willing to accept some phraseology along
this line: “Without prejudice to the powers of the General Assembly
under Article 10 the Interim Committee shall not handle matters thCh
are before the Security Council.”

The Rules of the Committee

There was some discussion on this question but no definitive con-
clusion reached. There was a consensus, however, that certain key rules
such as the Tule to the effect that important decisions such as establish-
ing a commission of inquiry should take a two-thirds vote should be
set forth in the resolution itself.

The Resolution I tself

Paragraph 24 of the Resolution—There was considerable discussion
of the wording of this paragraph, and the general consensus was that
the terms of reference should inclulde Article 11(2), 14, 835 and pos-
sibly the peace and security part of Article 10, although this was not
as clear as the feeling on the other articles, There was agreement to
consider wording along this line: “To consider in its discretion such
questions submitted to the General Assembly within the purview of
Articles 11(2), 14, 85 (and possibly the peace and security part of
10), and to report thereon with its recommendations to the General
Assembly.” The British made special points that the wording should
not preclude member states being able to bring in matters under 11(2)
and that this right should not be limited to reference from the Security
Council as our draft is now written.

Paragraph 2B seems to be satisfactory.
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Paragraph 20—The British raised the question as to whether the
Interim Committee itself could call a special session, and we admitted
that it could not and hence our wording as its calling for recommenda-
tions to the Secretary-General who would.then have to poll the mem-
bers in the usual way.

Paragraph 2D—The British raised the legal question on the right
of the Assembly to send out an investigating committee and referred
again to what the word action in Article 11 means. They suggested the
possibility of obtaining an advisory opinion of the court on this matter
in the form of a question along this line: “Is the creation of an in-
vestigating committee action under Article 11(2) of the Charter and
therefore precluded {” We attempted to persuade the British that this
matter was abundantly clear, and that an advisory opinion was un-
necessary. There was a general feeling that this question of inter-
pretation was of more immediate import in our Greek Resolution than
in this resolution (I am writing a separate memorandum on this
point.)* '

Paragraph 8E—The British feel this paragraph is good. They think
it is especially desirable as a hedge in the event the Slav group do not
participate in the work of the committee. :

Paragraph 9F—The British raised the question of the committee
being able to perform wider functions than those of peace and security.
They referred particularly (Mr. Jebb) to an idea now being discussed
in Committee 5 that there should be some body established to set
priorities on United Nations activities in order to keep the budget
within reasonable bounds. They felt this committee would be especially
desirable in this connection because its decisions would have behind
them the weight of the representation of the full membership of the
Assembly. We argued that the terms of reference of this committee
should be confined to peace and security matters under the frame of
reference set forth in the preamble, The British, I believe, are inclined
to agree, but a little reluctantly. They urged that we support having
some group established on the priority question just mentioned.

Paragraph 5—The British pointed out an error in'that as the para-
graph is now drafted it seemed to imply that the whole committee
might indulge in traveling. '

Paragraph 3—Mr. Jebb made inquiry with respect to the meaning of
our use of the words “take cognizance”. It was agreed that this para-
graph would need amendment in the light of whatever formulation is
decided upon to meet the French position with respect to the Security
Council.

*See US/A/C.1/223. [Footnote in the source text. Mr. Raynor was the drafter
of these minutes.]
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Annex 1

Un~rrep Kinepom MEMORANDUM ON AMERICAN PROPOSAL FOR THE
EstabuisuMeNT oF AN INTErRtM COMMITTEE

The American proposal has now been formulated, as in the attached
paper A/C.1/196 of the 26th September.?

2. It is not altogether clear from the draft Resolution what are the
functions exactly which it is intended to confer on the Interim Com-
mittee. In paragraph 2(z) and () it is to be noted that the Interim
Committee does not appear to be entrusted with investigating disputes
or situations brought to the attention of the General Assembly by a
Member or by a non-Member State under Article 35, paragraph 1 and
paragraph 2, Further it does not appear to be entrusted with the
consideration of questions relating to the maintenance of international
peace and security brought before the General Assembly by a Member
of the United Nations under Article 11(2). These .omissions cannot be
accidental because Article 11(2) is referred to in connection, with a
question referred by the Security Council. One might at first sight
be tempted to suppose that it was the idea of the United States to
exclude from the consideration of the Interim Committee disputes
and situations, arising out of the differences between individual States,
except when they had been sent to the General Assembly by the Secu-
rity Council, and, apart from this, to confine the Committes to the
consideration of the general principles of cooperation in the mainte-
nance of peace and security (Article 11(1)). As, however, cases under
Article 14 are certainly brought within the purview of the Interim
Committee by the United States resolution, and as presumably a
dispute between two States may be brought under Article 14, it is
rather difficult to see exactly what the intention is. Moreover, from the
practical point of view it is hardly likely that the Security Council
will formally refer matters to the General Assembly since that would
require the concurring vote of all the 5 Great Powers. There is no
mention in the United States proposals of the specific class of cases
where the Security Council has been unable to reach a decision (either
because of the veto or otherwise) but has not taken the step of refer-
ring the matter to the General Assembly.

3. Paragraph 2(d) of the United States Resolution calls for some
special consideration in order to form an opinion whether it is or is
not within the power of the General Assembly to conduct investiga-
tions and appoint Commissions of Enquiry when it is dealing with
situations or disputes relating to the maintenance of international
peace (Article 11(2)) or likely to impair the general welfare or

?This is the United Nations text of United States Doec. US/A/C.1/165, Sep-
tember 26, p. 194.
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friendly relations amongst nations (Article 14, or under Article 35(1)
and (2)). This question involves the interpretation of the phrase “any
such question on which action is necessary” at the end of Article 11(2).
It should be noted, however, that there is no similar qualification to
Article 14. The view of the United States Delegation is thought to
be that the word “action” at the end of Article 11(2) refers to enforce-
ment action under Chapter VII of the Charter, and if this is correct
it would seem that the General Assembly, acting under Article 11(2)
has much the same power as the Security Council itself has when act-
ing under Chapter VI. There seem strong arguments in favour of this
view, namely (1) in Article 11(2) the word “action” is contrasted with
recommendation to the State or States concerned or to the Security
Council or both; (2) In Article 35(1) and (2) there is a choice of
referring disputes and situations either to the Security Council or to
the General Assembly. Under Chapter VI the Security Council has
power to make recommendations for appropriate procedure and
methods of adjustment (Article 36) or to recommend terms of settle-
ment (Article 37). The General Assembly may (Article 11(2)) make
recommendations to the State or States concerned, and under Article
14 may recommend measures for the peaceful adjustment of any situ-
ation. It seems difficult, therefore, to suppose that the powers of the
General Assembly were supposed to be less than those of the Security
Council under Chapter VI.

4. The General Assembly, like the Security Council, must endeavour
to settle disputes and adjust situations in accordance with the prin-
ciples of international law and justice. And no Body can fulfil this
function unless it is in a position to inform itself of the true facts,
and for this purpose a Commission of Enquiry may be necessary. It
is, of course, true that the General Assembly did appoint a Commis-
sion of Enquiry for the Palestine question; but the Palestine question
was referred to the General Assembly under Article 10 of the Charter,
and was not therefore necessarily a matter involving the maintenance
of international peace and security. There would seem, however, to be
very strong arguments in favour of the view that the General Assem-
bly has this power as a preparatory measure to making a recommenda-
tion, and that paragraph 2(d) of the United States Resolution is
consequently intra vires. It has not been possible to trace in the minutes
of the San Francisco Conference any definite indication of the mean-
ing attached to the word “action” at the end of Article 11(2) ; a United
Kingdom draft presented to the relevant Sub-Committee, however,
at one stage contained after “action” the parenthesis “(by the Security
Council)”. A further argument may be deduced from the 4-Power
memorandum circulated at San Francisco, although it must be empha-
sized that this memorandum relates only to the Security Council. But

335-253—T73——15
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in relation to the Security Council it was argued that the sending of
Commissions of Enquiry might give rise to a “chain of action” leading
ultimately to the necessity of the use of force, and therefore a decision
to appoint a Commission of Enquiry was a matter in regard to which
the veto should apply. It may be said that since there is no veto in
the Assembly, the Assembly should not be able to appoint Commis-
sions of Enquiry in relation to matters referring to the maintenance
of international peace and security.

5. If doubts seem to be felt on part 2(d) of the United States
Resolution in particular, and if these doubts might endanger the pass-
ing of the Resolution by the two-thirds majority, it might be advisable
to propose that an advisory opinion of the International Court should
be obtained on this particular provision, and that the portion of this
provision should be subject to the opinion of the Court being to the
effect that it was éntra vires the powers of the Assembly.

‘6. The second method of approach is given in the attached note by
the Legal Adviser to the Foreign Office.? In a word the suggestion is
that the Assembly should, by one means or another, prolong its own
session so as virtually to make it continuous, and that during the op-
eration of this session only one Committee will function and there will
be no plenary meetings unless the President of the Assembly, at the
request of this particular Committee, so decides. Moreover, the powers
of the Committee so established would not be laid down in detail (as
in the Marshall Plan) but would simply be indicated as all those which
accrue in any case to the General Assembly.

7. The great advantage of this scheme would be that the powers of
the new body created would not be specifically defined, and it would
be left quite unclear, for instance, whether it had or had not the power
to send out Commissions of Enquiry. If, therefore, during the first
year of its establishment such a suggestion were made, and if we and
other States came to the conclusion that it was inadvisable, it would
be open to us; should we so desire, to argue against the despatch of
any Commission, and even in the last resort not to take part in it on
the ground that its establishment was ultra vires.

8. The disadvantage from a technical point of view to this proposal
seems to be that whereas under the Charter (Article 28(1)) the Secu-
rity Council is to function continuously, the General Assembly (Article
20) “shall meet in regular annual sessions and in such special sessions
as occasion may require”. What is clearly contemplated by this last
Article, therefore, is a session-of a few weeks, or at the moment [most?]
a few months, once a year, and by exception certain other special
sessions. A proposal, therefore, to put the General Assembly into what
virtually would be ‘continuous session” might Well be held, and will

3 Not attached to this copy



UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 203

be held if what M. Sobolev says is right, by the Slavs to violate Article
20 of the Charter.

9. Yet a third and rather different method of approach would be
that which was understood as being put forward by Dr. Evatt. Unless
we are wrong, this would mean establishing a Committee by one or
other of the means referred to above but limiting its powers to the
discussion of matters previously referred to the Security Council on
which the Security Council, either by the exercise of the veto or for
any other reason, had been unable to arrive at a conclusion. In practice
we think the result which Dr. Evatt desires would probably be realised
even if there was no such limitation on the powers of the Interim
Committee, for the reason that if there are two parties to the dispute,
if one party brings the matter before the Assembly the other Party
is very likely to put it down on the Agenda of the Security Council,
and if so, as the result of Article 12(1) the Interim Committee would
have to desist from dealing with the matter until the Security Council
had finished. The difficulty, however, of putting in any express limi-
tation is that it appears to be contrary to the spirit of the Charter,
which most clearly in Article 85 (1) and (2) gives Members the choice
of taking their disputes either to the General Assembly or to the Secu-
rity Council, and the primary responsibility of the Security Council
for security does not mean first in point of time. The primary respon-
sibility of the Security Council rests principally on the fact that the
Security Council alone has the enforcement powers under Chapter
VII, and secondly in the fact that if both organs are seized of the
same dispute the General Assembly gives way until the Security
Council is finished.

IO Files:US/A/C.1/234

Mirutes of a Meeting With Members of the United Kingdom
Delegation, New York, October 7, 1947, 10 p. m.

CONFIDENTIAL

Present: Mr. Hector McNeil of the United Kingdom Delegation
Sir Hartley Shawcross of the United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. H. M. G. Jebb of the United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. W. E. Beckett of the United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. P. S. Falla of the United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. John Foster Dulles of the United States Delegation
Mr. Elwood N. Thompson of the United States Delegation
Mr. David W. Wainhouse of the United States Delegation
Mr. Charles Noyes of the United States Delegation
Mr. Hayden Raynor of the United States Delegation
Mr. Eric Stein of the United States Delegation
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GeNeranL AssemBLy INTERIM COMMITTEE AND THE VETO
A. INTERIM COMMTITTEE

United Kingdom Discussions with the Chinese and Canadians

Mr. Beckett reported that in the course of discussions with the
Chinese the latter pointed out that the Committee would have discre-
tion in determining whether a matter should be placed on its agenda.
Even after the Committee has placed a matter on its agenda this would
not affect the right of the General Assembly to refuse to place the same
matter on its own agenda. The Chinese also think in terms of the
preparatory and “follow-up” functions of the Committee and agree
that the Committee in the exercise of the preparatory functions would
have the power to ask Members to accord to its facilities for investiga-
tion. The carrying out of the investigation would depend upon the
consent of the Members concerned. It was agreed that this was also
the understanding of the United Kingdom and United States Dele-
gations. The United Kingdom Delegation suggested to the Chinese
that the Interim Committee should not even discuss a matter appear-
ing on the agenda of the Security Council even though the General
Assembly itself might have the power to do so. The Chinese agreed to
this view, according to the British.

In their discussions with the United Kingdom Delegation the Cana-
dians expressed preference for a broader jurisdiction of the Interim
Committee which would not be restricted to peace and security mat-
ters. Mr. Dulles pointed out that under the U.S. draft resolution there
is no restriction on the power of the General Assembly to refer to the
Committee any matter it deems suitable for consideration by the Com-
mittee. Flowever, as a matter of policy it might be better if the Com-
mittee would deal with matters arising under the Articles set forth
in the U.S. resolution.

Should the Committee Jurisdiction Be Restricted to Matters Relating
to Peace and Security? French Objections

Sir Hartley expressed the view that it would be desirable to restrict
the jurisdiction of the Committee to matters relating to peace and secu-
rity and to questions specifically referred to the Committee by the
Assembly. Otherwise, there will be a danger that trivial matters will
be brought before the Committee for the sole reason that the Com-
mittee would be available as a forum. In the absence of the Committee
such matters would never come before the General Assembly and would
be left for settlement by the parties. Mr. Jebb thought that this solu-
tion might allay the French fears that the question of Viet Nam could
be brought before the Committee. Mr. Raynor raised. the question
whether under this narrowed definition of jurisdiction the Committee
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could deal, for instance, with the problem of Austria, should the treaty
negotiations definitely collapse. Sir Hartley and Mr. Jebb thought
that the Austrian situation could be considered as affecting peace and
security because of the failure of the U.S.S.R. to evacuate its troops
from Austria. Mr. Thompson stated that if the Committee should be
restricted to matters relating to peace and security other delegations
might raise some questions as to the invasion of the Security Council
jurisdiction. It was for this reason that the terms “peace and security”
were omitted from the Committee title. Mr. Dulles asked whether the
French could not be satisfied by the adoption of a rule in the Com-
mittee requiring a two-thirds vote for placing an item on the agenda.
He thought, however, that this would be too restrictive. Mr. Wainhouse
emphasized the importance of retaining the Committee jurisdiction
under Article 14 which goes beyond the peace and security matters.
It was agreed that a restriction of the Committee jurisdiction to mat-
ters relating to peace and security would not guarantee that problems
such as Viet Nam could be kept out of the Committee since it might
always be argued that such problems do in fact relate to peace and
security, and this argument might well obtain the backing of the re-
quired majority. It was further agreed that a rule requiring a two-
thirds majority for placing a matter on the Committee agenda would
be too restrictive. Mr. Dulles stated that, as he himself has pointed out
to Mr. de Murville, an effort to frame the Committee jurisdiction so
as to-bar the Viet Nam problem from the Committee would in the end
be not effective as such problem would “overflow” in some other organ ;
such effort is in its end result comparable to the Soviet use of veto.

Sir Hartley suggested that the discretion of the Committee in select-
ing items for its agenda should be emphasized by inserting in the
resolution a clause providing that the Committee will “consider in its
discretion such matters which it deems sufficiently important or urgent
to require preparatory study”. The Interim Committee would from
time to time select matters suitable for preparatory consideration from
the matters submitted to the General Assembly.

Sir Hartley agreed that the Committee jurisdiction should not be
restricted to matters relating to peace and security and that the Com-
mittee should be able to deal with any question under Articles 11(2),
14 and 35. Sir Hartley then suggested that the talks with the French
be carried on with a view to convince them to accept this definition of
Committee jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction of the Committee under Article 11(1) and 13(1a)

The British believe that the Committee should not possess general
jurisdiction under these Articles for two main reasons: (a) because
the studies under these Articles are not of an urgent character and do
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not require focusing of public opinion such as the specific situations
which would be dealt with in the Interim Committee under Articles
11(2), 14 and 35; (b) such studies would be of an academic nature
requiring an entirely different type of expert personnel. Moreover, the
work of the committee on specific cases could easily be bogged down
by such broad studies which would impair the effective discharge of its
main function as a forum designed to focus world opinion to specific
situations.

In the British view the General Assembly might direct the Secre-
tariat to conduct such studies, or the General Assembly could per-
haps remit to the Interim Committee certain aspects of the study, but
the Interim Committee should not be given jurisdiction to undertake
such studies of their own initiative. Mr. Dulles emphasized that the
General Assembly has an affirmative duty under Article 13(1a) to
undertake studies for the promotion of international cooperation in
the political field and that it has thus far failed to take any steps
towards the implementation of this task. Mr. Wainhouse and Mr.
Raynor stressed that one of the main reasons for inserting the refer-
ence to Article 18(1¢) and 11(1) in the U.S. draft resolution was to
provide for a possibility to raise the question of indirect aggression
before the Interim Committee ; the Committee could use the services of
the Secretariat experts and could perform its functions in this field
through sub-committees so that this work would not interfere with its
main purpose of dealing with specific situations. Mr. McNeil thought
that a blanket jurisdiction under the above two Articles was risky and
that some other State might bring before the Committee under this
heading such items as war mongering, the Marshall Plan, etc. Mr.
Dulles said that one of the reasons for this approach to the problem
of indirect aggression was the desire on the part of the United States
to limit the number of proposals advanced by the United States Dele-
gation in this General Assembly which could be considered as being
directed against the U.S.S.R. For this reason the United States Dele-
gation prefers the broad clause of Article 11(1) and 13(la) to a
specific provision for indirect aggression or to a specific reference of
this problem by the General Assembly to the Committee. Mr. NcNeil
felt that the general principles on indirect aggression are sufficiently
clear and that no public attention could be attracted to abstract issues
before the Committee ; this would defeat the main purpose of bringing
the matter before the Committee. Mr. Wainhouse thought that it
would definitely be advantageous for the Committee first to spell
out in detail the principles relating to indirect aggression without
focusing the study on specific situations and that after such principles
are developed it might be easier to deal with such situations as the
problem of Hungary. Mr. McNeil would not favor even a specific
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reference of this type of problem by the General Assembly to the
Committee. An inconclusive discussion ensued as to whether the Com-
mittee would select less important items submitted for the considera-
tion of the General Assembly thus “clearing the deck” for Assembly
consideration of the more important matters; or whether the Commit-
tee should select the more important items for a thorough study which
would assist the General Assembly in dealing with such items when
it convenes.

Mr. Dulles suggested that more thought be given to this aspect of
‘Committee jurisdiction and that the United States Delegation will
carefully consider whether it would accept an amendment to its pro-
posed resolution which would exclude the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee under Article 11(1) and 13 (1a).

B. VETO

General Position in the Current Session of the General Assembly

Mr. Dulles and Mr. Thompson referred to the speech of Secretary
Marshall and stated that owing to the complexity of the voting prob-
lem in the Security Council all proposals for a liberalization of the
Security Council voting procedure should be referred to a committee
for study and report to the third session of the General Assembly in
1948. The General Assembly study might stimulate the efforts of the
Security Council to improve its own procedures. Mr. Dulles believed
that the establishment and operation of the Interim Committee might
also have an effect on the Security Council’s work in this field. The
British agreed that this might be the best position to take, but they had
some doubts as to whether the smaller nations which are hostile to the
veto would be amenable to such solution. Mr. Beckett said that a
liberalized “gentleman’s agreement” among the great powers would be
probably the only way to obtain success; the efforts in the Security
Council are the most realistic method from the viewpoint of final suc-
cess. Mr. McNeil emphasized that Mr. Bevin would be most reluctant to
agree to any step on the subject of veto which might be seized upon by
the Soviets as a reason for their withdrawal from the United Nations.
He said that the British have repeatedly stated that they would oppose
any amendment of the Charter at this time and that he believed that
the United States had made similar statements. It was agreed that dis-
cussions will be carried on particularly with the Australians and with
the Chinese with a view . . . that all proposals for a liberalized vot-
ing procedure should be referred to a committee for further study and
report in 1948. Mr. McNeil expressed a strong belief that a special
committee should be established for such study and that the study
should not be referred to the Interim Committee; the special com-
mittee should be composed of jurists or “semijurists”. Mr. Dulles
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stated that a decision on this matter would depend on the final char-
acter of the Interim Committee.

[Here follows discussion of a draft resolution on the veto introduced
by the Chinese in the First Committee, during which it was decided
“that an effort will be made to convince the Chinese that their and other
proposals should be referred to a committee for study and that no
action should be taken thereon in the current session of the
Assembly.”]

Possibilities of U.S.S.R. Withdrawal from the United Nations

Mr. Dulles asked Mr. McNeil whether he knows of any indication
of the Soviet intention on this subject. Mr. McNeil stated that while
he does not, possess any information it has been his “personal guess”
that the Soviets do not intend to withdraw. He was somewhat shaken
in this view by Mr. Bebler’s outburst in today’s meeting of Commit-
tee 1 on the Greek question. He noted that Mr. Gromyko very ostenta-
tiously congratulated Mr. Bebler on his speech and that Mr. Vishinsky
was present in the Committee meeting. Nevertheless, he felt that the
Soviets do intend to stay in the United Nations, but he expressed the
belief that we should not press for far reaching action on the veto.
“If we get the Interim Committee we will do well”, and we should
not take risks on the veto question. Mr. Dulles agreed that it is most
important not to give the Soviets any decent excuse to withdraw from
the United Nations. Sir Hartley thought that we should not pre-
cipitate a crisis on the veto. In his view an argument could be made
that a proposal such as that contained in Section C of the Chinese
resolution, while not amounting to a modification of the Charter, is
designed to “terrorize” a permanent member so that it would not use
the veto. Mr. Dulles pointed out that a similar argument could be
used against the Interim Committee to the effect that the veto was
intended to protect the minority and that therefore a veto in the Coun-
cil procedings should finish the consideration of a matter. He agreed
that with Korea and the Interim Committee on the agenda, we should
proceed with caution. In this connection Mr. McNeil suggested that
in the general debate on the Interim Committee we should state that
in our view the veto problem should be passed to a committee for
study and report in 1948.

Meeting adjourned at 1:00 a. m.

(The discussion on membership is contained in a separate memo-

randum—US/A/C.1/285).
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I0 Files:US/A/C.1/303
United States Delegation Working Paper

MEMORANDUM

CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorg,] October 10, 1947.

Views or Various DrerecatioNs oN THE U.S. PROPOSAL FOR THE
EsTABLISHMENT OF A GENERAL ASSEMBLY INTERIM COMMITTEE

Attached herewith is a brief summary of the views of various dele-
gations on the U.S. proposal for the establishment of an Interim Com-
mittee, The summary is based on views expressed in the General Debate
and in conversations with members of the U.S. Delegation up to
October 9, 1947, It should be noted that a majority of the conversations
have taken place shortly after the Secretary’s speech in the General
Assembly and before the disclosure of the full details of the U.S.
proposal. Intensive conversations with the members of the Delega-
tions of the United Kingdom, Canada, and France have been carried
on. More liaison work must be done on this subject.

On the basis of present information, members of 17 delegations
expressed a more or less qualified approval of the general idea of the
U.S. proposal ; 3 delegations indicated possible support ; 10 delegations
were reported as undecided and hesitant; 6 delegations were clearly
opposed ; and 20 delegations remain to be contacted for their views.

The breakdown according to geographic areas would appear to be
as follows:

WESTERN EUROPE

Belgium, Luxembourg, Netherlands, and the United Kingdom favor
the general idea of the U.S. proposal, while France appears to be
lukewarm.

THE SCANDINAVIAN COUNTRIES

Sweden is taking a negative attitude, with Denmark and Norway
undecided. There is no report on Iceland.

LATIN AMERICA

Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, and Mexico are reported definitely in
favor of the U.S. proposal; Peru might support it; Chile has shown
interest ; there is no expression of opinion from the 14 remaining Latin
American countries.

NEAR EAST AND AFRICA

Turkey and Greece have expressed approval of the U.S. proposal,
with Iran and Ethiopia having indicated that they might support it.
Afghanistan is inclined to support it but is still undecided as is India,
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Egypt, Iraq, and Lebanon. There is no report on Liberia, Yemen,
Pakistan, Syria, or Saudi Arabia. The Arab States have requested
more information, but their ultimate position appears to be dependent
upon their reactlon to the U.S. position on Palestine.

. BRITISH COMMONWEALTH

Canada, Australia, New. Zealand, United Kingdom, and the Union
of South' Africa favor the U.S. proposal with the last showing some
hesitation. :

‘ , 'FAR EAST , S o

China, while not enthusiastic, will give the U.S. proposal its support.
‘The Philippine Repubhc a.nd Siam have expressed unquahﬁed
approval

[EASTERN EUROPE]

The Eastern European group will of course oppose the US
proposal.

IO Files: US/A/C. 1/379

Memomndum of Uonversatwn, by Mr. e Hayden Raynor of the
' Umted States Delegation Staff of Admsers

CONFIDENTIAL ‘ - [NEw Yorg,] October 16, 1947.

During a conversation with Justice Wold,* I gained the distinct
impression that while he continues to be convinced that theoretically
and constitutionally some proposal along the lines of ours is desirable,
that he and the other Scandinavians are becoming more and more
apprehensive over stating their convictions on the matter. The speeches
by the Soviet Union and the Satellites against the proposal seem to have
had the effect on countries such as the Scandinavian states which the
Soviets intended. These states, in my judgment, are becoming more and
more frightened.

In this connection Justice Wold says it’s not a matter of voting. He
said you could get the votes, but what would that mean if there is not
some agreement in principle on the part of all. He seemed to feel there
was some doubt that the Soviet Union would even participate in the
work of the Subcommittee. As to the Subcommittee, he said he hoped
it would have the widest terms of reference and not be restricted simply
to drafting terms of reference for the Interim Committee. I told him
that we could see no point to duplicating the substantive debate in the
Subcommlttee whlch has already taken place in Committee I.

» ‘ Havypex Raynor

! Norwegian Délegation.
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501.BB/10-1747 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Acting Secretary of State

PRIORITY New Yorxk, October 17, 1947—11:41 a. m.

1040. Following is text of UK proposal on establishment of GA
Interim Committee introduced first committee (A/C.1/215, Oc-
tober 16):

“Tue GA

Oonscious of the responsibility conferred upon it by the Charter in
relation to the maintenance of international peace and security (Arti-
cles 11 and 85) the peaceful adjustment of any situation likely to
impair the general welfare or friendly relations among nations
(Article 14);

Believing that the effective performance of these functions necessi-
tates the establishment of an interim Committee for the study, enquiry
and discussion of such matters on its behalf during the period be-
tween the adjournment of the present session and the convening of
the next regular session of the GA ;

Recognizing fully the primary responsibility of the SC for prompt
and effective action for the maintenance of international peace and
security (Article 24) ;

Resolves as follows:

1. There shall be established an interim committee, composed of one
representative of each member of the UN, for the period between the
closing of the present session and the convening of the next regular
session of the GA. ,

2. The functions of the Interim Committee shall be

(@) To consider such matters as may be referred to it by the present
session of the GA and to report thereon to the GA ;

(b) To consider any dispute or any situation which may be placed
on the agenda of the next regular session of the GA by any member
acting in virtue of Articles 11(2), 14, or 85 of the Charter provided
always that the committee previously determines by a two-thirds ma-
jority any matter so discussed to be both urgent and important ;

(c) To consider whether occasion may require the summoning of
a special session of the GA and if it deems that such session is required
so to advise the Secretary-General in order that he may obtain the
views of members thereon;

(@) To conduct investigations and appoint commissions of enquiry
within the scope of its functions provided that the decision to take
such action is approved by two-thirds of the members of the com-
mittee and if the investigations or enquiry are to take place elsewhere
than at the headquarters of the UN, the state or states in whose terri-
tory they are to take place consent thereto; '

(e) To report to the next regular session of the G-A on the advisa-
bility of establishing a permanent committee of the GA to perform
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the duties and functions of the Interim Committee with any changes
considered desirable in the light of experience.

3. The Interim Committee shall not discuss any matter which is on
the agenda of the SC.

4. Subject to paragraphs 2(d) and 2(d) above, the provisional rules
of procedure of the GA shall, so far as they are applicable, govern the
proceedings of the Interim Committee and such subcommittees and
commissions as it may set up.

5. The Interim Committee shall be convened by the Secretary-
General within fifteen days following the close of the second regular
session of the GA. It shall meet as and when it deems necessary for the
conduct of its business.

6. The Secretary-General shall provide the necessary facilities and
assign appropriate staff as required for the work of the Interim Com-
mittee, its subcommittees and commissions of enquiry.”

MAaRrsHALL

Editorial Note

On October 18, after five days of debate (GA. (II), First Committee,
pages 129-179), the First Committee voted to appoint a subcommittee
“for the purpose of examining the United States proposal, any amend-
ments thereto, and other proposals on the same subject, and reporting
thereon to the Committee, along with any recommendations it thinks
fit” (ibid., page 611, annex 17b). The Soviet Union refused to par-
ticipate in the subcommittee.

10 Files: US/A/C.1/401

Memorandum by Mr. Evic Stein of the United States Delegation Staff
of Adwisers

CONFIDENTIAL [NEw Yorgk,] October 21, 1947.

Participants: Mr. Dulles Mr. Popper
Mr. Rusk Mr. Stein
Miss Fosdick  Mr. Taylor
Mr. Marcy Mr. Thompson
Mr. Notter Mr. Wainhouse

MzemoranpuM oF MEETING Herp on OcroBer 20 oN THE INTERIM
COMMITTEE

Mr. Dulles asked whether the proposed Interim Committee was con-
templated as a technical study group or whether it should function for
the purpose of crystallizing world opinion through discussion like the
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‘General Assembly itself. If the second alternative is adopted, he antic-
ipated objections both from legal and policy standpoint. The political
objections arise primarily out of fear that the discussions in the Com-
mittee will accentuate the U.S.-U.S.S.R. conflict and perpetuate the
wrangling and name-calling. He suggested a test which the Interim
Committee might follow in selecting matters for its agenda : The Com-
mittee should consider only major matters with which the General
Assembly could not adequately deal without prior preparation through
study and investigation, such as the Korean and Palestinian question.

Mr. Dulles said that the Committee’s decision whether it should
take up a matter should be made by a simple majority since a require-
ment of a two-thirds majority might lead to the formation of a bloc
within the Committee which could exercise a type of a veto; however,
if there is a strong pressure for a two-thirds majority requirement, Mr.
Dulles was inclined not to make it a fighting issue.

Mr. Dulles also pointed to the opposition among our friends to the
jurisdiction of the Committee under Articles 11(1) and 13(1e) and
raised the question whether and to what extent we should be ready to
abandon this function of the Committee. Mr. Wainhouse suggested
that we should do all in our power to retain the jurisdiction both under
Articles 11(1) and 13(1e) and, if pressed, we might abandon the ref-
erence to Article 13 (1e). Mr. Dulles then inquired what specific studies
are envisaged under the two provisions. Mr. Rusk mentioned the pos-
sible activities of the Comintern, and Mr: Notter referred to Soviet
pressure on Turkey and certain forms of Soviet economic penetration
in the Balkans. He also mentioned that in the exercise of its jurisdie-
tion in this field, the Committee could evolve more detailed principles
with a view to improving the techniques for pacific settlement of dis-
putes through the means indicated in Article 83(1). Mr. Dulles men-
tioned also the development of the provisions of Article 36 (3), and
indirect aggression. Mr. Stein recalled that Sir Hartley referred in this
connection to indirect aggression, “general principles governing the
summoning of international conferences” and the principles of non-
intervention. Mr. Dulles thought that at least some of these topics
might fall in the field of development of international law. Some dis-
cussion ensued as to which of these topics could be dealt with under
other Articles within the proposed jurisdiction of the Committee. Mr.
Notter emphasized that if we should agree to dropping the study func-
tions of the Committee, it could be argued that its character as a
competitor of the Security Council would become more pronounced.
Mr. Dulles suggested that the Interim Committee could be entrusted
with the task to prepare a working plan for the studies under
Articles 11(1) and 13(1a) rather than to undertake the studies them-
selves. Mr. Rusk agreed with this suggestion and said that an appro-
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priate provision could be added to the clause requiring the Committee
to report on the desirability of the establishment of a permanent
Interim Committee.

It was agreed that we will oppose the Canadian proposal to extend
the Committee’s preparatory functions to items other than those re-
lating to international peace and friendly relations. Mr. Rusk empha-
sized that one of the dangers of such extension would be that the
Committee might turn into a permanent organ investigating the activ-
ities of the Secretary-General and other organs of the United Nations.
However, we might accept the Canadian suggestion that the Commit-
tee should consider and report to the General Assembly on the imple-
mentation of resolutions referred to it by the General Assembly. Mr.
Dulles suggested that this provision could be spelled out in paragraph
2(f) of the United States resolution although this paragraph in its
present form appears to cover the Canadian suggestion.

Referring to the United Kingdom draft resolution, Mr. Wainhouse
said that this resolution fails to provide for recommendations or for
reports by the Committee to the General Assembly in connection with
the Committee’s preparatory function. It was agreed that the Com-
mittee must be given express authority to “report” or make “pro-
posals” to the General Assembly; however, we will not insist on the
use of the word “recommendations”.

Eric STEIN

I0 Files: US/A/C.1/481

Memorandum by Mr. Elwood N. Thompson of the United States Dele-
gation Staff of Adwisers to All Political O fficers

RESTRICTED [New Yorg,] October 30, 1947.

It is suggested that conversations with other delegations concerning
the United States position on the “veto” should begin at once. In these
conversations you may find useful the general guide lines set forth
below.

The United States believes that liberalization of the voting proce-
dure would make the Security Council more effective. As stated by the
Secretary in his opening speech to the General Assembly, the abuse of
the veto in the Security Council has made such liberalization essential.
Therefore, the United States would be willing to agree to the elimina-
tion by whatever means may be appropriate of the veto under Chapter
VI of the Charter (pacific settlement), and in voting on applications
for membership. The United States however is opposed to any altera-
tion of the veto under Chapter VII, or in the process of amending the
Charter. Concerning other decisions to which the veto may now be
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applicable, the United States will indicate its position as occasion may
require in the course of the study proposed below.

As to the means of securing liberalization of the voting procedure,

the United States wishes to go as far as possible through the develop-
ment of practices and procedures in the Security Council agreed to by
all its members.
. However we recognize that such changes will probably not go far
enough to solve the problem. It will be necessary for the General As-
sembly to study what can be accomplished through Charter inter-
pretation and by changes that may require Charter amendment. The
issues arising out of substantial changes in the voting procedure of
the Security Council are so complex and so important to the future
of the United Nations, and there is such a divergence among the mem-
bers, that a year’s study is essential prior to decisions on the issues
involved. Moreover the United States hopes that the General Assem-
bly study will stimulate the efforts of the Security Council itself
to improve its voting practices.

Our position on the veto in this Assembly constitutes an important
step forward in the direction of liberalizing the veto from the basic
position which we took last year. Last year we were unwilling to
support steps looking toward the amendment of the Charter although
we expressed hope that in the future the permanent members might
agree among themselves and with other members to modify the veto
under Chapter VI. This year, the United States continues to stand by
its conviction concerning the necessity of agreement among the major
powers in taking decisions under Chapter VII and with respect to
amendement of the Charter; however the United States is prepared
to support, after careful study,' the liberalization of the veto under
Chapter VI and on membership questions by any appropriate means
including modification in the attitude expressed in the Four-Power
Statement and amendment of the Charter.

The United States will make every effort to find a common ground
among the permanent members of the Security Council so that any

1 A “Comment Paper” of some length with four annexes setting forth the United
States position on General Assembly items dealing with voting in the Security
Council had been prepared for the information and guidance of the Delegation
(IO Files, Doc. US/A/C.1/228/Rev. 1, October 21, 1947). The main paper de-
scribes the need for a basically new U.S. position for liberalization of the voting
procedure in the Security Council in terms of . . . experience to date, that the
abuse of the rule requiring unanimity of the permanent members of the Security
Council in non-procedural decisions is preventing the Council from meeting its
responsibilities under the Charter for the maintenance of international peace and
security.” Specific remedies enumerated in the document to which this footnote
is appended are described in detail in the comment paper, along with careful
consideration of how to implement the new U.S. position both in the Security
Council and in the current session of the General Assembly. The annexes contain
inter alia an historical account of the former U.S. position on the voting problem
and new draft rules recently proposed by the United States in the Security
Council’s Committee of Experts.
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recommendations resulting from the General Assembly’s study will
have their approval as well as the overwhelming support of the mem-
bers of the United Nations. The acceptance and support by the United
States of such recommendations, however, will not necessarily depend
upon their approval by all the permanent members.

The United States believes that the General Assembly should in-
clude in its study both a survey of the changes that should be made
and the methods of their accomplishment. Accordingly we shall sug-
gest that proposals submitted by members concerning the “veto” be
referred to a special committee (presumably the Interim Committee
would be appropriate), which would make the necessary study and
report to the next session of the General Assembly.

The United States is not at this time abandoning the Four-Power
Statement of June 7, 1945. However, the United States believes the
General Assembly’s study should not be limited by the Statement;
in the event of a conflict between the recommendations resulting from
the study and interpretations of Article 27 contained in the Four-
Power Statement, the United States would be willing to consider
changes from the attitude expressed on that Statement.

The United States would agree to a resolution limiting the terms of
reference of the Committee, so as to exclude recommendations eliminat-
ing or limiting the requirement of unanimity under Chapter VII and
in amending the Charter.

The United States considers a study by a committee preferable to
a general conference under Article 109 as requested by Argentina. The
study by a committee offers a possibility of attaining the desired result
without the disturbance to the basic fabric of the Charter inherent in
the calling of a general conference at this time, where the range of
proposals for change in the Charter would be virtually unlimited.

Pending study by a committee, the United States does not plan to
urge the adoption by the current session of the General Assembly of
specific proposals either for interpreting or amending the Charter.
The United States delegation hopes other delegations will share its
belief that the debate in Committee I will be most useful if directed to
establishing the proposed committee study rather than to determining,
in advance of the study, the merits of the specific proposals. The
United States also hopes that other delegations, aware that Commit-
tee I will begin its discussion of the veto near the end of its long and
difficult agenda, will likewise prefer to refer for study substantive
proposals on voting in the Security Council.
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IO Files: US/A/C.1/488
Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Elwood N. Thompson of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

CONFIDENTIAL [NEw Yorxg,] October 31, 1947.

Participants: Mr. W. E. Beckett, United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. P. S. Falla, United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. Elwood Thompson, United States Delegation

In separate conversations with each, Mr. Falla and Mr. Beckett
expressed the following opinions today concerning the handling of
the veto item in Committee 1:

Mr. Falla said that, as we already knew, his delegation generally
favored the idea of a study of the veto problem during the coming
year, He said he doubted the desirability, however, of assigning the
study to the Interim Committee if the Eastern bloc did not participate
in the Committee’s work. He said that without having discussed the
matter. with his delegation he personally thought perhaps the study
should be referred to the Security Council and its Committee of Ex-
perts. I told Mr. Falla that it seemed to us that the Interim Committee
was the logical group to carry on such a study. Mr. Falla was called
to the telephone before we had a chance to discuss further his sug-
gestion that the study be referred to the Security Council and its
Committee of Experts.

Mr. Beckett, upon hearing the personal suggestion of Mr. Falla’s
that the study be referred to the Security Council and its Committee
of Experts, said that did not seem practical to him since obviously
Mr. Evatt and others interested in modifying the veto would not
accept it. Mr. Beckett said the Interim Committee seemed the logical
place to carry on the study, especially since we had been able to get
the “study concept’ accepted as part of the Interim Committee’s terms
of references. He commented on the fact that the USSR may not
participate in the Interim Committee and observed that the time may
come when someone will raise the question as to whether the USSR
should have the right to vote in the United Nations if the USSR de-
clines to participate in such activities as the Korean, Greek, and In-
terim Committees, and then declines to pay its share of the cost of
these activities, He referred to Article 19 of the Charter, which says
“A Member of the United Nations which is in arrears in the payment
of its financial contributions of the Organization shall have no vote
in the General Assembly if the amount of its arrears equals or exceeds
the amount of the contributions due from it for the preceding two
full years. The General Assembly may, nevertheless, permit such a
Member to vote if it is satisfied that the failure to pay is due to eon
ditions beyond the control of the Member.”

335-253—73——16
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Mr. Beckett asked whether I would not be present at the meeting
Monday night with the British on the veto and I told him that I
doubted it since I would now be dividing my time between the General
Assembly and the Washington Office, in place of Mr. Rusk who would
be staying on with the Delegation.

Evrwoop TrOMPSON

501.BB/11-347 : Telegram

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Austin) to
the Secretary of State

New York, November 3, 1947—9: 54 p. m.

1139. The following draft resolution was approved November 3 by
9-0, four abstentions (Australia, Argentina, Lebanon, and Norway),
by the GA Sub-committee of Committee I discussing the establishment
of the Interim Committee:*

“The GA conscious of the responsibility specifically conferred upon
it by the Charter in relation to matters concerning the maintenance of
international peace and security (Articles 11 and 35), the promotion of
international cooperation in the political field (Article 13), and the
peaceful adjustment of any situations likely to impair the general
welfare or friendly relations among nations (Article 14);

Deeming it necessary for the effective performance of these duties
to establish an Interim Committee to consider and report with its
conclusions on such matters to the GA during the period between the
closing of the present session and the opening of the next regular
session of the GA.

Recognizing fully the primary responsibility of the SC for prompt
and effective action for the maintenance of international peace and
security (Article 24) ; '

Resolves that

1. There shall be established, for the period between the closing of
the present session and the opening of the next regular session of the
GA, an Interim Committee on which each member of the GA shall
have the right to appoint one representative. ‘

2. The IC, as a subsidiary organ of the GA, estabhshed in accord-
ance with Article 22 of the Charter, shall assist the GA in the perform-
ance of its functions by discharging the following duties:

(@) To consider and report with its conclusions to the GA on such
matters as have been referred to it by the GA ;
() To consider and report with its conclusions to the GA on any

! For the report of the subcommittee, see GA (II), First Committee, pp. 614 ff.,
annex 17g.
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dispute or any situation which, in virtue of Article I1(2), or of 35 of
the Charter, has been proposed for inclusion in the agenda of the GA
by any member of the UN or brought before the GA by the SC, pro-
vided the Committee previously determines the matter to be both
important and requiring preliminary study. Such determination of
the Committee shall be made by a majority of two-thirds of those
present and voting, unless the matter is one referred by the SC under
Article I1(2), in which case a simple majority will suffice;

(¢) To consider, as it deems useful and advisable, and report with
its conclusions to the GA on methods to be adopted to give effect to
that part of Article II(1) which deals with the general principles of
cooperation in the maintenance of international peace and security,
and to that part of Article 13(1) (¢) which deals with the promotion
of International cooperation in the political field;

(d) To consider, in connection with any matter under discussion by
the IC, whether occasion may require the summoning of a special ses-
sion of the GA and, if it deems that such session is required, so to advise
the SYG in order that he may obtain the views of members thereon;

(e) To conduct investigation and appoint commissions of inquiry
within the scope of its duties, as it may deem useful and necessary,
provided that decisions to conduct such investigations or inquiries
shall be made by a two-thirds majority of the members present and
voting. An investigation or inquiry elsewhere than at the headquarters
of the UN shall not be conducted without the consent of the state or
states in whose territory it is to take place;

(f) To report to the next regular session of the GA on the advisa-
bility of establishing a permanent committee of the GA to perform
the duties of the Interim Committee as stated above with any changes
considered desirable in the light of experience.

3. In discharging its duties, the IC shall at all times take into ac-
count the responsibilities of the SC under the Charter for the mainte-
nance of international peace and security as well as the duties assigned
by the Charter or by the GA or by the SC to other Councils or to
any committee or commission. The IC shall not consider any matter
of which the SC is seized.

4. Subject to paragraphs 2(d), and 2(¢) above, the rules of pro-
cedure of the GA shall, so far as they are applicable, govern the pro-
ceedings of the IC and such Sub-committees and commissions as
it may set up. The IC shall, however, have authority to adopt such
additional rules as it may deem necessary provided that they are not
inconsistent with any of the rules of the GA. The IC shall be con-
vened by the SYG, not later than six weeks following the close of
the second regular session of the GA. It shall meet as and when it
deems necessary for the conduct of its business.

5. The SYG shall provide the necessary facilities and assign appro-
priate staff as required for the work of the Interim Committee, its
Sub-committees and Commissions.”

AUsTIN
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IO Files: US/A/M(Chr) /75

Minutes of the T hirty-Third Meeting of the United States Delegation,
New York, November 5, 1947,9: 15 a. m.

SECRET

[Here follow the list of persons (84) present and a discussion of
three agenda items.]

Interim Comvmittee

Mr. Dulles referred to the report of the sub-committee on the In-
terim Committee. He said that Mr. Wainhouse had very ably and
patiently carried this committee work through. He thought that the
sub-committee had produced the best intellectual piece of work that
he had seen in the United Nations meetings including those at San
Francisco. This was partly due to the fact that the Soviets were not.
participating. The report was satisfactory to the United States except
for the provision that a two-thirds vote was needed for the interim
committee to add a matter to its agenda. He thought that the con-
troversy was likely to evolve around that issue. The United States.
had taken the position that we would accept the two-thirds provision
in the interest of getting the committee report adopted. If a bloc were
used to create a veto, the majority could so report at the next Assembly
asking for a change in procedure. Some of the members were likely to-
precipitate a fight. There was risk that if the fight were too bitter a
two-thirds vote would not be found for the Interim Committee. He.
said that Messrs. Evatt and Arce were making plans for a fight in
their usual prima donna way. He said that he was going to tell Mr.
Evatt that if we support the committee report we would be glad to-
let him make the opening speech on it although logically Mr. Dulles.
said he himself should do so.

[Here follows discussion of other subjects.]

Editorial Note

The First Committee resumed discussion of the proposal to estab-
lish an interim committee of the General Assembly on November 5,
upon receiving the report of its subcommittee. On November 6, the
First Committee accepted the subcommittee’s report by a vote of 43
to 6, with 6 abstentions. After the vote, the Soviet Representative
(Vyshlnsky) stated to the First Commlttee that the Soviet Union

“would not take part in the work of the Interim Committee, because
the Charter did not provide for its establishment.” (GA (II), First
Commiittee, pages 307-336.)



UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 221

10 Files: US/A/831

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Thomas F. Power, Jr., Secre-
tary-General of the United States Mission at the United Nations

‘CONFIDENTIAL [New York,] November 6, 1947.

Mr. Cordier * expressed to me this evening grave concern and con-
ssiderable pessimism for the future of the United Nations because of
today’s announcement by the U.S.S.R. and her satellites of the boycott
«of the Interim Committee. He thought it raised a serious possibility
that the Russians were intent on wrecking the United Nations by
striking a grievous blow at the General Assembly. He thought that
serious consideration should be given to finding a way out of the
impasse at once before the situation is frozen.

He suggested that some thought be given to the possibility of hold-
ing two special General Assembly sessions on approximately Jan-
uary 15 and May 15. These could be either a substitute for or in addition
to the Interim Committee. Thus the Assembly could be in special
session for approximately the first six months of 1948.

As an alternative, the Assembly might utilize its Rule 6 which
provides that it may decide at any session to adjourn temporarily and
resume its meeting at a later date. Under this, the Assembly could
Teconvene on about the same dates mentioned above on a skeleton
basis, thereby remaining in virtually a continuous session.

The legality of the special sessions or the continuous session would
be unquestionable. The Soviets would have to attend the meetings
unless they were determined to flagrantly and bluntly break the United
Nations. Although he recognized there was a risk of forcing the issue,
‘Cordier thought the situation should be faced. Moreover, he thought
the suggestions would have the further value of saving face, both for
the Russians and ourselves. The United States and the majority of
the Assembly would not have to abandon their position on the con-
stitutionality of the Interim Committee which could be continued, and
the major purposes of the Interim Committee could still be achieved
under the special or continuous session techniques.

At the outset of our conversation, Cordier thought that such a
proposal could probably not be put forward by the United States but
‘might be supported by one of our friends. However, after further dis-
cussion, he suggested that it might actually be preferable for the
United States to propose such a course, taking a bold step to demon-
strate clearly that the United States meant to make full use of the
United Nations and make it unmistakably clear that the United States
‘was committed to United Nation’s success.

* Andrew Cordier, Executive Assistant to the Secretary-General of the United
Nations.
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10 Files: US/A/848
United States Delegation Working Paper

RESTRICTED [New Yorg,] November 10, 1947.

RerorT oF THE FIrsT COMMITTEE ON THE KSTABLISHMENT OF AN
IntEriM CoMMITTEE OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY !

1. United States Position

1. The United States should vote in favor of the Committee resolu-
tion for the establishment of an Interim Committee of the General
Assembly.

2. Since the United States was the originator of the resolution, the
United States Representative should make a statement in support
thereof in the plenary, if it appears that speeches will be made against
it.2

3. The question should be considered an “important” one within the
meaning of Article 18 and the adoption of the resolution should there-
fore require a two-thirds majority. Owing to the wide support for the
resolution, this point is not likely to be debated.

9. History in Committee

In the extended general debate, a majority of the speakers in the
Committee, while approving in principle of the United States draft
resolution, agreed that it should be carefully studied in the light of
certain doubts raised by some members as to its Charter validity and
political advisability. The Eastern group opposed the resolution as a
flagrant violation of the Charter. By a vote of 38-0, with the Fastern
group not participating in the voting, the Committee appointed a sub-
committee composed of 15 members to study the United States proposal
and any amendments thereto. The U.S.S.R. and Czechoslovakia refused
to take part in the subcommittee’s work and remained absent through-
out its proceedings. '

The subcommittee held sixteen meetings in the course of which it
subjected the United States proposal, with numerous amendments, to
a careful scrutiny. The modified draft of the United States proposal
was approved in the sub-committee by a vote of 9-0 with 4 abstentions.

In the debate on the subcommittee’s report in Committee 1, alk
speakers with the exception of the representatives of Egypt and of the

1 For this report, see GA (II) vol. 11, pp. 1553 and 1554, annex 16.

2 For the statement by Mr. Dulles on November 13, see ibid., pp. 755 ff. A state-
ment by the Soviet Representative (Vyshinsky) is found ibid., pp. 763 ff. Mr.
Vyshinsky again reiterated the opposition of the Soviet Union to the establish-
ment of an interim committee of the General Assembly, closing his statement
with the words “. . . the USSR will not take part in the work of that organ”
(ébid., p. 781).
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Eastern group declared that any initial doubts in connection with the
United States proposals have been dispelled, and supported the sub-
committee’s resolution. The U.S.S.R. and Yugoslavia continued in their
violent attacks against the establishment of the Interim Committee.
The Committee approved the draft resolution by a vote of 43 to 6, with
6 abstentions with two members absent. After the vote, the Eastern
group announced that they will boycott the Interim Committee as an
illegal organ. Mr. Vyshinsky also refused to agree to the United King-
dom proposal that the Assembly obtain an advisory opinion on the
legality of the Interim Committee from the International Court of
Justice.

[3.] Possible Development in Plenary Session

It may be expected that the Slav States will carry their fight against
the resolution into the plenary session. It is unlikely that the United
Kingdom will renew its proposal for an advisory opinion of the Court.
In view of the overwhelming support for the resolution in the
Committee, no serious difficulties are anticipated.s

20On November 13, after having debated through one meeting and part of a
second (GA (II), Plenary, vol. 11, pp. 758-822), the General Assembly adopted
by a vote of 41 to 6, with 6 abstentions, the resolution for the establishment of
an interim committee of the General Assembly as recommended by the First
Committee in its report. For text of the resolution, Resolution 111 (11), see
United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly, Second Session,
Resolutions, pp. 15 and 16 (hereafter cited as GA (II), Resolutions).

I0 Files: US/A/C.1/588

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Elwood N. Thompson, Special
Assistant to the Director of the Office of Political Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [WasHINGTON,] November 10, 1947.

Sir Hartley Shawcross in a brief conversation while here for his
Press Club address said he anticipated the veto study proposed by the
United States probably would be done by the Interim Committee. He
thought this would be interesting in view of the Russian stand that
Eastern Europe would not participate in the committee, since they
presumably will want to participate in the veto study. He did not in
the course of the conversation commit himself definitely to a study or
to the proposition that a study should be conducted by the Interim
Committee but seemed favorable to the general idea. He did not raise
some of the questions and alternatives concerning the study that had
been mentioned earlier informally by members of the British
Delegation. ’

Sir Hartley, as have other members of the British Delegation, raised
the question of the implications of refusal by the Eastern Europeans
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to contribute financially to the support of programs with which they
disagree. He had no particular solutions to offer.

10 Files:US/A/C.1/606

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. John Foster Dulles of the
United States Delegation

CONFIDENTIAL [New York,] November 15, 1947.

I had told Mr. Gromyko about a week earlier that I would be glad,
before the veto item was reached on the Political Committee Agenda,
to tell him what we had in mind. Mr. Wainhouse arranged a meeting
which took place in the Delegates’ Lounge at 1: 15 p. m. on Saturday,
November 15.

I said that it was our idea that no definitive action should be taken
at this session of the Assembly. The matter was too complicated and
there was too little time to arrive at considered views as to the sub-
stance of the question. We did, however, think that the matter should
be studied between now and the next session. Gromyko interrupted to
ask “Studied by whom?” I said by the Interim Committee or possibly
a subcommittee of the Interim Committee or a special committee. I
went on to say that the United States was opposed to any amendment
of the veto in relation to really substantive action by the Security
Council which might affect the interests and position of any Member
state. We did, however, think that there was an area, particularly
under Chapter VI, where Security Council action was, in a broad
sense, procedural, not involving substantive rights as to the merits of
a case, and that we were prepared in such a matter and organizational
matters to explore the possibility of trying to find some better pro-
cedures which would enable the Security Council to function more
efficiently. I said that, of course, not much could be done without the
approval of all Permanent Members as there could not be a Charter
amendment without such approval and that there ought preferably to
be agreement of all the Permanent Members with reference to pro-
cedural matters, and that we hoped that any study over the coming
year would involve consultation between the Assembly and the Secu-
rity Council and between the Permanent Members.

Mr. Gromyko said that in their opinion the whole matter of veto
should not be considered at all by the Assembly and that it should
be dropped from the agenda. I said that whatever one might think
that was a result which would be quite impractical in view of the num-
ber of states who were insistent that something should be done. Mr.
Gromyko went on to say that the Soviet position was that there should
be no change whatever in voting procedures and rules, and that the
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Soviet Delegation was not prepared to consider the matter. He said
obviously consideration by the Interim Committee would be particu-
larly objectionable because of their attitude toward the Interim
Committee.

I said that I wanted to emphasize that the United States was not
attempting to bring about a change of Security Council voting pro-
cedure which would enable the Security Council to take action which
might seriously prejudice the Soviet Union. We realize that no great
power would willingly submit itself to that sort of dictation under
conditions where political considerations might play a part in the
decision. I said that the United States probably would not be willing
to do that even though it might feel that it was unlikely that a ma-
jority of the Security Council would seek to act against the United
States. I could understand that the Soviet Union would be particu-
larly sensitive about this matter, and I wanted to reassure him as
strongly as possible that our attitude did not involve any trick or
strategem designed to use the Security Council against the Soviet
Union. Mr. Gromyko said he was glad to hear that.

Our talk ended at 1: 80, having lasted about fifteen minutes.

JouN Foster DULLES

I0 Files: US/A/C.1/605

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Theodore C. Achilles of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

SECRET [NEw Yorg,] November 17, 1947.

Participants: Sir Hartley Shawcross, United Kingdom Delegation
Sir Alexander Cadogan, United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. Gladwyn Jebb, United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. Charles Fahy, United States Delegation
Mr. Theodore Achilles, United States Delegation

The British seriously question the advisability of referring the Veto
to the Interim Committee for study. They feel that what would be
studied would not be the veto but Russian conduct in abusing the Veto
and that any discussion of it without the Russians would be pointless.
They feel the only real hope of avoiding misuse of the Veto lay in a
closer approach between the positions of the permanent members on
specific questions. To refer such a study to the Interim Committee
would not only not help in this respect but would render Russian non-
participation in the Interim Committee even more certain. They also
doubted that the Russians would participate in any separate committee
set up to study the Veto.
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The British felt the best course would be to permit a general debate
and then either to pass no resolution or to pass one merely asking the
.Security Council to take note of the views expressed in the Assembly.

The British inquired how we felt about the big five consultations
-on the Veto and were advised that we saw no objection but felt that it
was the smaller countries which were most interested and that they
.should be given some means of discussing and studying the question.

The British wondered how far we intended to press our proposal
‘that vetoes should not be exercised under Chapter VI. They foresaw
.great embarrassment for us should some contentious issue arise, con-
cerning a Latin American question for example, upon which congres-
sional and public opinion would expect us to vote our convictions, even
if our position constituted a veto. They inquired how we planned to
.avoid exercising a veto, i.e., whether we expected to abstain or, if a
‘vote were taken in which we were the only permanent member voting
in the negative, we would call for a new vote and change our vote. We
-expressed preference for the latter and Cadogan said after long con-
sideration that he thought this would be the only practical course. They
-also felt that if two, three, or four permanent members voted negatively
.on a question and seven members voted affirmatively, each of the
‘negative votes would constitute a veto.

The British said that rather than have the permanent members
‘renounce the right to veto under Chapter VI they would prefer to see
‘Article 27, paragraph (8) either modified by voluntary understanding
-or amended to provide that parties to a dispute should refrain from
voting under Chapter VII as well as Chapter VL

They would like very much to discuss the whole question with Mr.
Dulles and our advisers this afternoon or this evening.

Note: The above conversation took place at luncheon. Much less
opposition to a study by the Interim Committee was indicated by
Shawcross and Cadogan to Raynor this morning and by Cadogan to
Dulles this afternoon. It is accordingly believed that their position
is not yet fixed. .

THEODORE ACHILLES
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40 Files: US/A/C.1/610

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Bernard Bechhoefer of the
United States Delegation Staff of Advisers

‘CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorxk,] November 17, 1947,

Participants: Mr. John Foster Dulles, United States Delegation
Sir Hartley Shawecross, United Kingdom Delegation
Sir Alexander Cadogan, United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. R. L. Harry, Australian Delegation
Mr. E. N. Thompson, United States Delegation
Mr. Charles Noyes, United States Delegation
Mr. Bernard Bechhoefer, United States Delegation

After the adjournment of the afternoon meeting of Committee I on
November 17 which commenced consideration of the subject of the
veto," a long discussion took place with the above participants, the
most important features of which were as follows.

Mr. Shawcross informed Mr. Dulles that the United Kingdom
Delegation contemplated introducing a resolution calling for consul-
tation of the permanent Members in an effort to secure agreement on
problems in connection with the Security Council voting procedure.
Mr. Shawcross expressed the view that a resolution to refer the matter
to the Interim Committee would be bitterly opposed by the U.S.S.R.
and would be an added cause of friction. Since, according to his view,
nothing could be accomplished without the agreement of the U.S.S.R.
such a resolution would merely lessen the possibilities of securing
agreement and would delay, rather than hasten, any solution of the
problem. Mr. Shawcross further believed that any possibility of
‘U.S.S.R. participation in the Interim Committee would be eliminated
s a result of reference of the veto to that Committee. His resolution
‘would express regret at the frequent exercise of the veto, would call
attention to responsibilities of the permanent Members as set forth in
the previous General Assembly resolution, and would invite the per-
manent Members to attempt to secure agreement in order to improve
the operations of the Security Council.

Mr. Dulles suggested that the study in the Interim Committee might
create pressure on the U.S.S.R. which would lead to U.S.S.R. agree-
ment on some constructive proposals in the Committee of Experts
or at the least would result in greater moderation on the part of the
U.S.S.R. in using the veto. He pointed out that for a period of six
months after the previous General Assembly resolution, which the
U.S.S.R. had strongly opposed, there was only one veto.

Mr. Harry stated that Mr. Evatt would support reference of the

! There was only a cursory discussion (GA (II), First Committee, pp. 482-484).



228 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

matter to the Interim Committee provided that the resolution indi-
cated the desire of the General Assembly for the elimination of the
veto under Chapter VI and in connection with applications for mem-
bership as suggested in the speech of the Secretary of State on
September 17.

Mr. Shawcross agreed to show the United States Delegation in ad-
vance any resolution which the United Kingdom intended to submit
on this subject.

BerNARD BECHHOEFER

Editorial Note

At the meeting of the First Committee on the morning of Novem-
ber 18, Mr. Dulles submitted a draft United States resolution regarding
voting in the Security Council as follows:

“The General Assembly, in the exercise of its power to make recom-
mendations relating to the powers and functions of any organs of the
United Nations (Article 10) ;

Requests the Interim Committee of the General Assembly, in ac-
cordance with paragraph 2(e) of resolution 111(II) of the General
Assembly of 13 November 1947, establishing that Committee, to:

1. Consider the problem of voting in the Security Council,
taking into account all proposals which have been or may be sub-
mitted by Members of the United Nations to the second session
of the General Assembly or to the Interim Committee;

2. Consult with any committee which the Security Council may
designate to co-operate with the Interim Committee in the study
of the problem

3. Report with its conclusions to the third session of the Gen-
eral Assembly, the report to be transmitted to the Secretary-
General by 15 July 1948, and by the Secretary-General to the
Members and to the General Assembly.

Requests the permanent members of the Security Council to consult
with one another on the problem of voting in the Security Council in
order to secure agreement among them on measures to ensure the
prompt and effective exercise by the Security Council of its functions.”
(GA (I1), First Committee, pages 622 and 623, annex 18b)

In introducing the resolution, Mr. Dulles said that he thought it
necessary to indicate the attitude of his Government on two special
points:

“(1) The United States did not consider the statement made by
the four sponsoring Powers and France at San Francisco on 7 June
1945 as a treaty binding it for all time. It was at most a statement of
the general attitude of those Powers. That statement had been based
upon a series of assumptions which had proved false in the light of
experience. In the circumstances, the United States did not feel de-
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barred from seeking some means of improving the voting procedure
in the Security Council. Nevertheless, it would not abandon its original
attitude until some new and better solution had been found, and one
which in its opinion would be satisfactory.

“(2) As to the policy pursued by the United States as a member of
the Security Council, tzk,xe fact that its efforts to improve procedure in
the Council were being deployed within a limited sphere should not
be interpreted as meaning that the United States was opposed to the
problem being studied on a wider basis in the General Assembly.
Nevertheless, it realized that no amendment of the Charter could be
effected without the agreement of the five permanent members, and
that the Assembly would have to act very cautiously. The study the
Assembly would undertake would doubtless enable 1t to understand
the problem better, and would improve relations between the Council
and the Assembly. The present voting procedure could undoubtedly
be made more flexible in many respects without modifying the voting
rules laid down in Article 27, and in any event many aspects of that
procedure should be maintained.” (/béd., pages 486 and 487)

IO Files: US/A/C.1/609

Memorandum by Mr. LaVerne Baldwin of the United States Dele-
gation Staff of Adwisers

RESTRICTED [NEw Yorxk,] November 19, 1947.

Vore i1x ComMITTEE I oN RESOLUTION FOR STUDY OF SECURITY COUNCIL
Voring *

The vote in Committee I this morning, paragraph by paragraph and
by a show of hands, was as follows:

Paragraph 1: Approved 44-6-0 with the four Scandinavian coun-
tries voting in favor and the Russian bloc against. All the six opposed
raised their hands very quickly.

Paragraph 2: Approved 35-7-11. Norway, Sweden and Denmark
voted in favor; Chile joined the Russian bloc in opposition; Iceland
abstained in accordance with its announced position in the Committee ;
other abstentions included the Arabic States. The Russian bloc was
hopelessly confused on this paragraph, since Gromyko was slow in
raising his hand; Poland and Yugoslavia were noticeably much later
in raising their hands to the amusement of Arce and others nearby
which forced Bebler to smile.

Paragraph 3: Approved 43-1-8. The four Scandinavian States
voted in favor; Bebler of Yugoslavia again crossed his signals not

! Discussion of the United States draft resolution on the question of voting in
the Security Council, begun in the First Committee on the morning of Novem-
ber 18, continued through a long afternoon meeting on the same day. The United
States proposal came to a vote on the morning of November 19. (GA (II), First
Commiittee, pp. 484-523)



230 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

observing that Gromyko was not voting. Bebler was therefore the only-
one opposed, the other Russian bloc members abstaining.
On the whole resolution the vote was 86-6-11, with the four Scan--
dinavian States voting in favor, the Russian bloc against.
LAVERNE BALDWIN:

IO Files: US/A/955

Memorandum by Mr. Charles P. Noyes of the United States
Delegation Staff of Adwvisers

CONFIDENTIAL [NEw York,] November 20, 1947..

Various CoNVERSATIONS oN THE VET0 DUring ComMITTEE 1 MEETINGS:
oN Novemser 18 axp 19, 1947

UNITED KINGDOM

Sir Hartley Shawcross advised us before the meeting on November 19
that they had just received a telegram from Bevin in which Bevin’s
reaction to the American resolution was very negative. The particular-
point which Bevin disliked was the reference of this matter to the:
Interim Committee. He appeared to think that this was an unneces-
sary and unwise provocation of the Russians in view of the fact that
they had already announced their boycott of the Interim Committee..
Sir Hartley was obviously embarrassed by the speech he made the:
previous day. He intimated he would probably be forced to vote No-
or at least abstain on the first paragraph of the United States resolu-
tion. He indicated he would probably vote for the last paragraph.
He gave us no indication as to what he would do on the resolution as:
a whole. He inquired whether it would be possible to secure unanimous
agreement on a resolution consisting of the preamble and the last
paragraph. We told him we could not possibly agree to that at this
late stage in the discussion, particularly when we knew there were a
lot of other delegations who wanted to go a great deal further tham
the first paragraph of our resolution went, and were withholding their
proposals because of the existence of ours. ,

The question came up during this discussion whether or not the
Russians would be willing to conduct Five-Power negotiations in
accordance with our last paragraph on the question of the veto. We
intimated to Sir Hartley that before he took any decision as to how to
vote, it might be well to find this out. Sir Hartley considered for a
while whether to have a private conversation with Gromyko on this
point, .or whether to ask him openly in the Committee. During the
discussion with Mr. Dulles, he talked with Gromyko and asked him
this question point-blank. Gromyko’s answer was a flat No, and that
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he would object strenuously to all parts of the American resolution..
(Yugoslavia abstained on the final paragraph of the United States:
resolution.) After that conversation, Sir Hartley apparently made-
up his mind not to raise any questions and to disregard Bevin’s tele-
gram, because he said nothing and supported the United States
resolution as a whole.
[Here follows further discussion of the subject.]
CuarLes P. Noves.

10 Files: US/A/954
United States Delegation Position Paper

RESTRICTED [New York,] November 20, 1947..

RerorT oF THE First CoMmmITTEE ON THE CONVOCATION OF A (FENERAL.
ConrERENCE UNDER ArTICLE 109 OF THE CHARTER TO AMEND THE.
PriviLece or THE VETO !

AND

ResoruTioN oF THE SECOND PART oF THE FirsT SESSION OF THE GEN-.
ERAL ASSEMBLY IN RELATION TO THE EXERCISING OF THE VETO.IN THE
SEcuriTY CoUNCIL AND THE EXTENT To WHICH THE RECOMMENDA-
TI0NS CoNTAINED IN TuaT Rrsorution Have Brex Carrrep Qurt:

A. United States Position

1. The United States should vote in favor of the Committee Resolu-
tion, which requests the Interim Committee of the General Assembly :-
to (@) consider the problem of voting in the Security Council; (5)
consult with any committee which the Security Council may designate-
to cooperate with the Interim Committee in the study of the prob-
lem; and (¢) report with its conclusions to the Third Session of the-
General Assembly; and which further requests the permanent mem-
bers of the Security Council to consult with one another on this.
problem. ' '

2. Since the United States introduced the Resolution, it would be-
appropriate for the United States Representative to make a brief
statement in support thereof in the plenary if it appears, as seems
likely, that speeches will be made against it. Since the resolution does
not contain substantive recommendations, but merely requests further-
study, if possible, debate should be reduced to a minimum. The United
States should not initiate nor participate in a debate on the substan-
tive issues. o

*The First Committee report is printed as U.N. Doc. A/501, found in United
Nations depository libraries. The report was read in toto to the General Assem--
bly by the rapporteur of the First Committee on November 21; see GA (I1),.
Plenary, vol. 11, pp. 1218-1220.



232 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

3. The question should be deemed an “important” one within the
meaning of Article 18 and the adoption of the Resolution should there-
fore require a two-thirds majority. This point will probably not arise
since in Committee 1 only the States of Eastern Europe voted against
the Resolution.

B. History in Committee

The United States Representative in Committee 1 emphasized that
the Resolution was a moderate one intended to ensure that “the next
Assembly would approach the problem with better understanding and
less antagonism toward a coordinate body”. The Eastern European
States bitterly opposed the Resolution, taking the extreme position
that the only acceptable action of the General Assembly would be to
drop the matter from the Agenda.

The USSR, while supporting the general principle of consultation
among the permanent Members of the Security Council, rejected that
principle in connection with this subject on the ground that no changes
in the voting formula of any nature would be acceptable to it. Despite
such statements in the debates, none of the Eastern European States,
excepting Yugoslavia, voted against the last paragraph of the Resolu-
tion which requested the permanent Members of the Security Council
to consult with one another on the problem of voting.

Since the United States Resolution provided for further study of
the problem, the representative of Argentina did not submit a resolu-
tion to give effect to his request for convocation of a general conference
under Article 109. Likewise, the representative of China decided not
to ask for a vote in Committee 1 on a substantive proposal which had
previously been submitted, it being understood that the Chinese pro-
posal would be referred to the Interim Committee.

Because a number of States were unable to support the first para-
graph after the preamble of the United States Resolution, while favor-
ing the second paragraph, the representative of Egypt requested that
paragraphs be voted separately.

The preamble received 44 affirmative votes and 6 negative votes (the
Eastern European States) with no abstentions. The first paragraph
after the preamble received 30 affirmative votes and 7 negative votes
(Eastern European States and Chile) with 11 abstentions. The second
paragraph received 43 affirmative votes and 1 negative vote (Yugo-
slavia) with 8 abstentions. (Eastern European States and three Arab
States). The Resolution as a whole received 36 affirmative votes and 6
negative votes (Eastern European States) with 11 abstentions. (Five
Arab States, India, Yemen, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Sweden, Iceland),
4 absent including the Philippines.
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C. Possible Developments in Plenary Session

It seems probable that a request will be made that the paragraphs
of the resolution be voted on separately.

It is possible, but unlikely that the United Kingdom may seek to
secure unanimous agreement on a resolution which omits the second
paragraph after the preamble of the Committee Resolution. The United
States must oppose any such effort not only because of its position in
support of a study by the Interim Committee but also because Argen-
tina and other States desiring changes in the present voting formula:
withheld their more drastic proposals on the understanding that the
study would take place in the Interim Committee.

In all probability the Eastern European States will continue to-
oppose the resolution in the plenary debates and will raise in their-
speeches all the substantive issues. The United States should avoid
participating in the discussion of the substantive issues.

It is possible that some of the States which abstained would vote
aflirmatively in the Plenary Sessions if the United States position were
further explained to them.

I0 Files: US/A/971

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Robert M. M cClintock, Speoz'al
Assistant to the Director of the Office of Special Political A Fairs
(Rusk)

SECRET [New York,] November 21, 1947.
Participants: The British Ambassador, Lord Inverchapel

Mr. Hector McNeil, Minister of State

Mr. W. D. Allen, Counselor of the British Embassy

A-A: Mr. Norman Armour

EUR: Mr. Reber

SPA : Mr. Robert McClintock

Immediately prior to receiving the British Ambassador and the

Minister of State, Mr. Armour® had received an urgent telephone
call from Mr. E. N. Thompson at Flushing, who said the British had
just informed Mr. John Foster Dulles that they had received in-
structions from Foreign Secretary Bevin to ask the United States
Delegation to withdraw its Resolution on the Veto which had already
been adopted by Committee I by a vote of 86 to 6 with 11 abstentions.
Mr. Thompson said that Mr. Dulles had protested to the British Dele-
gation that it was impossible at this late stage for the United States
Delegation to accede to this request. Mr. Thompson added that the

*Mr. Armour was Assistant Secretary of State for Political ‘Affairs.

235-253—73——17
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British Ambassador had been instructed to call on Mr. Armour to
repeat the request.

Lord Inverchapel did not participate in the discussion, which was
led by Mr. McNeil. In expressing regret that the views of the British
Foreign Secretary had been made known at such a late moment, Mr.
McNeil said that Mr. Bevin strongly felt that it was unwise to charge
the Interim Committee with a study of the veto question because the
Soviet Union thought the Interim Committee was unconstitutional and
for that reason had stated it would not participate therein, Mr. Bevin
felt that if there were any slight hope of eventually lessening the rigor
of the veto power held by the five Permanent Members of the Security
Council this could be worked out more probably by study in the
Security Council or some other organ than the Interim Committee
which the Russians thought was wltra wires. Mr. Bevin, as did the
Department of State, hoped that by some “code of conduct” agreed
upon by the Big Five there might eventually be agreement on a more
limited use of the veto. Mr. McNeil added the thought that although
the Russians had admittedly been most obstructive in the Security
Council they had at least during the past year agreed to one notable
change: namely, the mutual agreement to permit abstentions by the
Big Five as not implying vetoes under the Charter requirement that
on questions of substance the Permanent Members of the Council must
concur except in cases in which they are themselves involved in a
dispute.

The American position was stated to Mr. McNeil in the following
terms:

The United States had sought to introduce a compromise resolu-
tion calling for a study of the veto problem. In fact other delegations
had wished to submit much more strongly worded resolutions but had
been deterred in this desire because the American resolution seemed to
meet the requirements of the situation. For us now to withdraw our
resolution without any prior notice would seem in fact disloyal to
those delegations whose views on the veto were very strongly held
and to the two thirds majority of the United Nations which had
supported our resolution. (It was noted that the United Kingdom’s
Delegation had voted for the United States resolution in
Committee I.)

It was pointed out that General Marshall in his speech of Septem-
ber 17th had clearly indicated the American position regarding both
the study of the veto question and the constituting of the Interim
Committee. Now to withdraw our resolution would indicate to many
governments that the United States was backtracking on its own pro-
gram and that it lacked confidence in the Interim Committee which
was in a sense its own creation. Furthermore the Interim Committee
was still open to adherence by the USSR. It was not the action of the
United States or the General Assembly which had resulted in Russian
refusal to participate in the Interim Committee.
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At this point in the conversation Mr. Armour was called from the
room and returned with a message telephoned by Mr. Thompson from
the Assembly Hall in Flushing to the effect that Mr. Dulles had been
called upon to speak and that he had reaffirmed the United States
position on its veto resolution. Mr. McNeil said that this settled the
matter and that it was now too late to have any hope of succeeding in-
carrying out Mr. Bevin’s instructions. Mr. McNeil added that he would:
take it on himself to go against his instructions, which were to abstain
on the veto resolution if the American position remained unchanged,.
and that he would instruct the United Kingdom Delegation to vote-
for the United States veto resolution and to speak in its favor.

The conversation then turned very briefly to the question of the-
Bermuda base. Lord Invershapel expressed warm appreciation to:
Mr. Armour for the manner in which the State Department had.
initiated steps in that negotiation.

The substance of this conversation was immediately telephoned to
Mr. Thompson for Mr, Dulles in New York.?

R. McCrinTock

?The General Assembly considered the First Committee report on Security
Council voting at parts of morning and afternoon sessions on November 21 (GA
(11), Plenary, vol. 11, Dp. 1218—1272) and, in paragraph-by-paragraph voting,
adopted the resolutlon contained in the report. The Soviet Representative
(Vyshinsgky) then requested that a vote be taken on the resolution as a whole.
This was done, and the General Assembly adopted the resolution by a vote of
38 to 6, with 11 abstentions. For text of the resolution, Resolution 117 (II), which
is virtually identical with the draft submitted by the United States to the First
Co;ngmittee on November 18 (see editorial note, p. 18), see GA (1I), Resolutions,
p. 23.

lII. UNITED STATES POLICY REGARDING THE QUESTION OF
' ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS INTO THE UNITED NATIONS*

501.AA/6-23847 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 23, 1947—6 p. m.

2694. Dept would appreciate your discussing promptly exploratory
basis with Jebb ? or appropriate officer FonOff question of UN mem-
bership problem with ob]ectlve ascertammg Brit thinking this difficult
questlon. Please telegraph resnlts

*For previous documentation regardmg this subject see Foreign Relations,
1946 vol. 1, pp. 357 ff.
H M. G. Jebb Counsellor, Bntish Foreign Oﬂice
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Following for your info and possible use in your discretion your
discussion FonOff :

UN still has before it five applications rejected by SC last year:
Eire, Portugal, Transjordan, Albania and Mongolian Peoples Re-
public. Applications have been recd recently from Hungary and Italy.
Almost certainly applications will be recd from Finland, Rumania
and Bulgaria. Also, possible application may be filed by Austria. Al-
though less certain likewise possible Burma may apply this year. In
this connection you should inquire if Brit feel any other application
likely this year.

Last year we voted favorably on applications Eire, Portugal and
Transjordan and opposed and voted against applications Albania and
Outer Mongolia. Also last year we proposed blanket arrangement
under which all applications would be accepted. Brit throughout mem-
bership discussions were very lukewarm to this blanket arrangement,
feeling particularly strong in their oppos1t10n to the Albanian appli-
cation but indicated they would go along with us on this proposal
reluctantly. This failed, however, due unwillingness Soviet Union
accept it. There is every indication Soviet opposition to membership
of Eire and Portugal is strong. This at first based in SC merely on
reason that diplomatic relations with Soviet Union not maintained.
At General Assembly Soviet Del broadened its reason for opposition
by stating that it was based on record of these states in World War 2.
UK., U.S. and other Delegations countered this by stating it was
not a Charter reason. Soviets also strongly opposed application of
Transjordan but there is slight ground for believing this opposition
not quite as firm as in cases of Eire and Portugal.

Recently in SC, Brit and Australian Reps have made statements
that this year the rejected applications should be considered prior to
consideration of new applications. GA passed resolution calling on
SC to re-examine the rejected applications. There appears to be gen-
eral feeling among SC members shared by UN Secretariat that ex-
enemy states can not be admitted until peace treaties become effective.
This position probably correct, but we have hoped it would not be-
come formalized in view possible contingency we might want to press
for membership of Italy, for example, should there be deliberate and
prolonged delays in ratification and hence effectiveness of treaty.

We continue favor admission Eire, Portugal and Transjordan. Con-
sidered on individual merits we continue to oppose admission of
Albania and Outer Mongolia, feeling more strongly with respect to
former than latter. _ ,

We strongly favor admission Italy earliest opportunity having in
mind importance of effect within Italy. Until recent developments, we



UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 237

had felt same with respect to Hungary.® We would favor application
from Finland.*

As to Rumania, Bulgaria and, presently, Hungary, we have not
definitely determined our position. While we appreciate that wording
of preambles of treaties may make opposition to satellite applications
difficult, we have always placed emphasis on word “enabling” and
have believed following effectiveness of treaties we have reserved full
freedom then to consider such applications on their merits. We do not
feel language of preambles commits us to support Bulgaria, Hungary
and Rumania any more than language of Potsdam did Soviets with
respect Eire and Portugal. Recent serious developments in these coun-
tries may be sufficient grounds on which to base opposition. This must
be weighed against concept of ultimate universality of membership
which we sponsored last year and question whether it is better to have
dubious states in rather than out. This is one of points on which we
would especially like to have views of FonOff.

Status Austria especially difficult. There seems practically no pos-
sibility of treaty being consummated ° prior to membership action this
year and also there is no ref to Austria in statement made by partici-
pating powers on membership at Potsdam.® We feel it would be most
unfortunate for former enemy states, such as Bulgaria, to be admitted
UN prior to a state, victim of aggression, such as Austria. Dept be-
lieves Austria should file application and has suggested this to Austrian
Govt. If some overall blanket arrangement on admission is worked out,
it might be possible to include Austria in such arrangement. In any
event, if application on file and considered by Membership Committee,
by SC and by GA, opportunities could thus be provided for statements
to be made relative to responsibility for delay on Austrian treaty
which this Govt or others of like mind might wish to make and which
might be helpful to Austria.

Tentatively it seems to us, in view strong position of Sovs with
respect to Eire and Portugal, only hope of accomplishing admission
of these states, as well as Italy and, if possible, Austria, is to attempt
again to work out some blanket arrangement by which a group of
states would be admitted, after first opposing on merit the dubious
candidates. If that could be done, we might be willing to abstain on

3This refers to the change of regime in Hungary at the end of May, which
resulted in a virtual ending of democratic government ; for documentation regard-
ing United States interest in this situation, see vol. 1v, pp. 260 ff.

‘Toward the end of March, the United States had in fact communicated in-
formally with the governments of Hungary, Austria, Italy, and Finland, through
the U.S. legations in these countries, encouraging them to submit applications
for admission to the United Nations “promptly” (telegram 87 to Helsinki, April 2,
File No. 501.AA/4-24T7).

5 For documentation on this subject, see vol. 11, pp. 577 ff.

8 Pext in Foreign Relations, 1945, The Conference of Berlin (The Potsdam Con-
ference), vol. 11, p. 1509 (section X of the Potsdam Communiqué).
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applications of Albania and Quter Mongolia. In case of Quter Mon-
golia, we may, in any event, abstain unless China opposes this year.
‘We feel position of China on Outer Mongolia should be accorded
careful consideration. , ] ;

If blanket approach should be tried, question would arise as to
whether to attempt to reach agreement with Soviets for favorable ac-
tion on all applications, or merely on the group rejected last year, or on
some other combination, such as last year’s group plus Italy, Finland
and possibly Austria. In this connection you could point out theére are
five states U.K. and U.S. would undoubtedly support (Eire, Portugal,
Transjordan, Italy and Austria), five states Soviets would support
(Albania, Outer Mongolia, Hungary, Bulgaria and Rumania) and
one state (Finland) or two, if Burma applies, which might receive
support of both. This suggests that possibility of success of blanket
arrangement covering all of these states may be better than last year
when Soviet candidates were in minority. It could also be argued
that under circumstances it might be better tactics to remain firm on
individual candidates and see if any blanket offers are proffered by
Soviets.

In your conversations you should make clear in cases where we have
so indicated that our position [is] quite tentative. We intend in near
future to engage in consultations with other Govts. For your own
info only, we would like to have tentative Brit thinking before begin-
ning other consultations.

Also, please make special point ascertaining when Brit intend [to]
introduce Burmese application.?

MARSHALL

" Repeated to the Mission at New York as telegram 276, June 23.

501.AA/6-2647 : Telegram

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Douglas) to the Secretary
of State

SEORET Loxpon, June 26, 1947—7 p. m.

3520. We discussed with Jebb FonOff Deptel 2693 [2694], June 28,
and give below FonOff current thought on US membership problems
which Jebb says have not been cleared in Inter-Departmental Commit-
tee or Cabinet, but which he has every reason to believe represent
British Government thought at the moment.

British thought seems to parallel ours except possibly in the case of
Albania and Austria. Unless Albania accepts international court juris-
diction Corfu matter and unless she also accepts majority decision
Greek Frontier Commission, British will veto her application for
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membership even as part of blanket arrangement. While agreeing on
the desirability of admitting Austria prior to the admission of former
enemy states, British feel Austria cannot qualify under charter for
membership UN as she is not a free agent.

British would have no objection, however, if Austrian application
is presented and even go along with the idea that possibly good would
result from statements in membership committee SC and GA. when
considering application. Present British thinking is, however, that if
Austrian application came to a vote, British would abstain on grounds
Austria [is] constitutionally unqualified.

British FonOff thought is that on basis concept of ultimate univers-
ality of membership and with idea that dubious states would be less
nuisance inside than outside UN, British would vote for, or at least
not veto, applications of all applicants expected provided there re-
sulted no change in proportional Soviet vote. They are inclined to
prefer to fight each individual case out on its merits in the first in-
stance, having their say with the idea that eventually some blanket ar-
rangement may come forth proffered possibly by Soviets. Like the De-
partment and for the same reasons, British emphasize word “enabling”
in preambles of peace treaties as reserving full freedom after effec-
tiveness of treaties then to consider each application on its merits.

On this basis they have following feelings in individual cases in
addition to those on Albania and Austria outlined above : UK, like US,
wants Italy admitted as soon as possible and before enemy states if
possible. They feel, however, that question of whether ex-enemy states
can be admitted prior to effective date of peace treaty is academic in
respect of Italy, as USSR might be expected to veto Italy if her ad-
mission were sought prior to that of satellites. ,

British are inclined to associate Hungary with Rumania and Bul-
garia, but to think her not quite so dubious.

British would like to set up Finland as a Soviet balance against
Eire and Portugal. If Soviets blackball latter, British would blackball
Finland.

Although agreeing that position of China on Outer Mongolia should
be given careful consideration, British in first instance would oppose
her admission on grounds (1) that independence has not been
proved by evidence submitted ; and (2) that although she has expressed
interest in ECFE and applied for admission in ITU, she has not en-
couraged diplomatic relations with countries other than the Soviets.

In the early stages at least British in respect of Bulgaria will insist
that she accept the Greek Frontier Commission decision and comply
with Article 2 of the peace treaty.

Jebb hopes that in committee, procedure will be evolved whereunder
all new applications may be considered; otherwise he fears a pre-
ponderance of Soviet-dominated applicants.
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Jebb laid great stress on the fact that should Burma apply for ad-
mission, the Burmese themselves would submit the application. British
thought is that Hindustan [Hindu India] will be heir to India [the
Indian Empire] in UN and that Pakistan will apply for admission.
India office thinks Pakistan may apply * before the September Assem-
bly but Jebb thinks otherwise, estimating that Burma, Pakistan and
possibly Ceylon may apply some time next year.

DovucLas

*India was deemed to be the successor state to British India for purposes of
membership in the United Nations (although the Secretary-General of the United
Nations did not make a formal judgment on this matter until August 12). How-
ever, when Pakistan as a “new” state did make application for admission to

the Organization, the Security Council waived the preliminary investigation
normally made by its Committee on Admission of New Members.

501.AA/6-2647 : Telegram
T'he Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom *

SECRET WasmINGTON, July 8, 1947—4 p. m.

2867. Dept would appreciate your having another conversation with
Jebb re UN membership, making following points: (1) Dept greatly
appreciates receipt frank indication Brit thinking and hopes for contd
exchange info this subject, on which we believe views of Brit and
ourselves seem in accord in broad outline. (2) Dept can well under-
stand Brit feeling with respect to Albania and, in fact, shares it
to a considerable extent. Nevertheless, we hope Brit would think several
times before they would allow this to prevent a blanket arrangement
if otherwise there would be assurance of success for such an arrange-
ment. (8) In event Austrian application filed and comes to vote, hope
Brit will seriously consider affirmative vote rather than abstention, In
this connection we place emphasis on Austria having been a victim
of aggression rather than an enemy state and on fact of undue delay
in conclusion of peace treaty. Also, Austria has certain definite at-
tributes of statehood, such as () its Govt recognized by foreign
nations, (%) has exchanged accredited diplomatic representatives with
foreign nations, (¢) Austrian courts exercise jurisdiction within
Austria, (£) Austrian Govt can enact legislation which, other than
constitutional laws, is effective unless disapproved by all members of
Allied Council, (¢) international agreements can be concluded by Aus-
trian Govt unless vetoed by all four occupying powers. Certainly these
attributes of statehood possessed by Austria are greater than those
possessed by two present members UN, although this argument one

! The same, mutatis mutandis, to the U.S. Mission at the United Nations.
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which probably can not be used publicly. (4) Inform Jebb that in
connection contingency peace treaties may not be ratified prior UN
membership action, Dept studying question whether, based on co-
belligerent status latter part of war, distinction should be made in
favor of Italy as contrasted other former enemy states. Brit views
this point would be helpful. (5) Dept does not follow Brit reasoning
Finland might be set up as balance against Eire and Portugal. Dept
inclined on merit to support Finland’s application and feels Finland
may be a state which might be supported by Sovs and U.S. and U.K.
This would require careful examination, however, in event Finnish
treaty ratified and treaties for countries such as Italy not ratified
prior UN membership action. In such event Dept realizes some plan
such as Brit suggest might be necessary but it is inclined to feel
Sovs will not be as keen for admission Finland as for Balkan satel-
lites. (6) Dept does not understand, and would appreciate your ask-
ing Jebb for clarification of point in penultimate paragraph Urtel
8520 that all new applications be considered, otherwise apprehensive
of preponderance Sov-sponsored applications.

MARSHALL

501.AA/7-847 : Telegram

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Douglas) to the Secretary
: of State

SECRET Lonpon, July 8, 1947—4 p. m.

3720. We had today further discussion with Jebb re UN member-
ship (Deptel 2867, July 8) with results as follows. Subject is still
being discussed at technical level with inter-departmental committee
meeting to take place next week. Following are official views only.
Matter has not been considered at Cabinet level.

1. Albania submission of Corfu incident court will be considered
sine qua mon to admission UN even under blanket arrangement. If
Albania continues publicly to flout recommendations of SC, British
think harm rather than good would be done by admitting her under
any conditions to UN. As part of a blanket arrangement, they would
be prepared to drop requirement that Albania accept majority decision
Greek frontier commission but would insist she stop shooting at
Greeks.

9. As of interest Jebb says that David Owen, Assistant Secretary
UN, who is returning from ECAFE meetings Shanghai says Chinese
are determined to blackball Outer Mongolia.
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8. Further consideration will be given to possible Austrian applica-
tion and we will be informed.* ,

4. Ttaly. Jebb admits that co-belligerent status might improve
Ttaly’s position but fears USSR would counter by claiming co-bel-
‘ligerent status from Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and possibly Fin-
land. British, like ourselves, favor earliest possible date admission
Italy. If it becomes obvious that USSR will prevent Italian treaty
from becoming effective, Jebb thinks we should reclaim our freedom
of action and sign separate treaty with Italy.?

5. Finland. Jebb says British have informed USSR they are pre-
pared to ratify Finnish treaty whenever Soviets wish. Matter rests -
therefore with USSR. UK still has however he says, complete freedom
of action with respect admission of Finland UN and it is inconceivable
British could agree to admission Finland unless Eire admitted.
Portugal is not so important. So long, therefore, as Soviets veto Eire,
UK will veto Finland. Jebb thinks Finland is too close to USSR to
go counter to USSR policies and therefore could not appropriately
be considered neutral even though Finnish people might desire to
be so.

6. In respect of new applications British preoccupation is basically
to prevent increase in Soviet influence. We will report again following
inter-departmental meeting next week.

' Doucras

1 The Embassy reported further on July 12 that “Jebb has discussed further in
Foreign Office question admission Austria UN (Mytel 3720, July 8). There are
differences of opinion in Foreign Office but controlling view at moment is that
Austria is not free agent and therefore not eligible. Cadogan [Sir Alexander
Cadogan, British Permanent Representative to the United Nations] has been
instructed to discuss matter with us but present British position is to abstain
if issue comes to vote.” (Telegram 3815 to London, July 12, file No.
501.AA/7-1247)

?For documentation regarding questions relating to the Italian peace treaty,
see vol. 11, pp. 515 ff.

B501.AA/7-847 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in China

SECRET WasnINeTON, July 8, 1947—3 p. m.

834. Please discuss promptly exploratory basis with FonOff UN
membership question with objective and emphasis ascertaining Chinese
thinking on this difficult question. Infotels giving background on Dept
and Brit views being sent you.

In addition to five old applications of Portugal, Eire, Transjordan,
Albania, and Mongolian People’s Republic, there are three recently
received applications from Italy, Austria, and Hungary. Additionally,
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applications from Bulgaria, Rumania and Finland are expected and
possibly Burma will apply.

We are especially interested in Chinese views re MPR. Are recent
events as for example the border clash or Soviet attitude on Dairen,
etc. apt to affect China’s attitude toward admission MPR? We should
be interested in grounds on which China would support or oppose
MPR application. As indicated in reference infotels, we do not favor
on the merits admission MPR though for your info only our present
thinking is we may abstain from voting unless China opposes
admission.

Info given re US position on other specific applications should be
confined to statement that we favor applications of Eire, Portugal,
Transjordan, Italy, and Austria, and of Finland and Burma, if recd,
and that we oppose Albania.

In your discussion you should indicate our present thinking is that
applications should be discussed in SC Membership Committee * one
by one on their merits and that we are not now thinking of proposing
blanket arrangement covering all or some applications such as we
unsuccessfully attempted last year. From your discussions please
report your impression of Chinese thinking re blanket arrangement.

1At a meeting on July 8, the Security Council undertook to re-examine the
applications for memberahlp in the United Nations of Albania, Outer Mongolia,
Transjordan, Eire, and Portugal, in pursuance of the recommendation of the
General Assembly in its resolution of November 19, 1946. At the same meeting
the Security Council instructed its Committee on the Admission of New Members
to examine the matter and to present a report by August 10. (United Nations,
Official Records of the Security Council, Second Year, pp. 1229-1232; hereafter
cited as SC, 2nd Year)

501.AA/7-1147 : Telegram
The Ambassador in China (Stuart) to the Secretary of State

SECRET Nanxgine, July 11, 1947—9 p. m.
URGENT

1508. ReDeptel 834, July 8, 8 p. m. Foreign Office states it is not
yet prepared to discuss its views on applications for membership to
United Nations with exception of Mongolian Peoples Republic but
will do so in the next few days and advise Embassy.*

! Regarding Outer Mongolia, the Department on July 10 had received a message
from the Chinese Embassy “as of from the Chinese Foreign Office,” as follows:

“The question of the admission of Outer Mongolia to the United Nations may
arise again in the near future. Recently Outer Mongolia has shown no indication
of any disposition to accept its responsibilities under the United Nations charter
and China would therefore strongly oppose Outer Mongolia’s admission to the
United Nations. China hopes that the United States will maintain its previous
position of opposition to the admission of Outer Mongolia.” (501.AA/7-1047)
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Foreign Office states that Chinese delegate to Security Council has
already been instructed to vote against admission of Outer Mongolia
on the grounds that the recent Peitashan incident ? clearly indicates
Outer Mongolia is at present incapable of acting as an independent
sovereign nation. Vice Minister added that Chinese delegate had al-
ready informed American delegate to Security Council of Chinese
views and had received assurances that the US would take a similar
stand.

StuaRT

2 For documentation regarding this matter, see Foreign Relations, 1947, vol. viI,
pp. 546 ff. The incident involved an apparent penetration by Outer Mongolian
troops 200 miles into Chinese territory in Sinkiang province to Peitashan, where
the local garrison was subjected to a coordinated attack by ground and air
elements.

501.AA/7-1147 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Mission at the United Nations

SECRET ‘WasHINGTON, July 11,1947—8 p. m.

309. Following views on applications to be considered by SC Com-
mittee on Membership * are for your general guidance if, contrary to
our expectations, substantive discussion in the Committee should take
place on July 14 or immediately thereafter. More specific and detailed
information re Dept’s attitude on these applications will be forwarded
in next few days.

Paper on procedural problems before Committee on Membership will
be pouched to USUN July 12, together with necessary additional back-
ground information.

1. Albania—TUS is inclined to oppose Albania’s admission even
more strongly than last year, on following grounds:

a. Albania’s failure to agree that it will honor treaties and agree-
ments to which US and Albania are parties. (This was the basis of our
opposition last year.) ,

b. Albania’s refusal thus far to agree to reference of Corfu case to
ICJ, in accordance with SC recommendation.

¢. The conclusion of a majority of members of the United Nations
Balkan Investigation Commission that Albania has been responsible
for assistance to the Greek guerrillas, and the refusal thus far of the
Albanian authorities to take part in the work of the Subsidiary Group
of that Commission, throw doubt upon the peace-loving character of
the present Albanian regime.

1! By this date the Security Council had received from Hungary, Italy, and
Austria new applications for admission to membership in the United Nations,
and these had been referred to the Memhership Committee. By early August the
Committee had received from the Security Council additional new applications
from Romania, Yemen, and Bulgaria.
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2. Mongolian People’s Republic—US member on Committee should
adopt a negative attitude toward application of MPR, on the following
grounds:

a. Information at our disposal indicates that MPR is not in fact
an independent state.

b. Despite requests for information about the MPR made during
the proceedings of this Committee last year, many of the essential facts
bearing on its qualifications for membership are lacking.

¢. MPR maintains diplomatic relations with no country other than
the Soviet Union.

3. Trans-Jordan—As result of developments since this application
was considered last year, the US should now have no hesitation in
supporting this application.

4. Eire—US should continue its support.

5. Portugal—US should continue its support.

6. Hungary—Prior to resignation of Prime Minister Nagy, Hun-
gary submitted application for membership. This action was appar-
ently stimulated by advice orally conveyed to the Prime Minister by
the American Minister, on instruction by Dept, that we would wel-
come Hungary’s early application. As result of recent political events
in Hungary, we are not prepared at this moment to take a definite
position on the Hungarian application.

7. Italy—The US should strongly state its support, on the merits,
for Italy’s admission. However, despite Italy’s cobelligerency, Italy’s
application will certainly be opposed at present by the Soviets on the
ground that the peace treaty has not yet come into force. Approval
will clearly be impossible, except as contingent on admission of one
or more of the Eastern European Satellites.

8. Austria—The admission of Austria at this time will be difficult
because of the failure to conclude a treaty and the continued occupa-
tion of the country by the Four Powers. US should nevertheless
strongly support Austria’s application on the merits, explaining that
Austria was a victim of aggression rather than an enemy state and
that there has been undue delay in conclusion of the Austrian treaty.
We should make every effort to have the Austrian application placed
on a footing above, or at least equal to, that of any Eastern European
Satellite.

MarszALL
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501.AA/7-1447 : Telegram ;

The Ambassador in the United Kz’ngdom (Douglas) to the Secretary
of State

SECRET - Loxnpon, July 14, 1947—8 p. m.

3850. British hope to keep situation in respect of membership appli-
cations UN on fluid basis and have instructed Cadogan to make no
irrevocable commitment re any applicant. What British fear, accord-
ing to Jebb, is commitment which might be made subsequently em-
barrassing by intervening “atrocity” of applicant.

C Douecras

501.AA/7-1747 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Mission at the United Nations

SECRET W asHINGTON, July 17, 1947—8 p. m.

315. Dept suggests that at convenient time within next few days
USUN talk over informally with Soviet Del question of admission of
new members to UN. ' '

Suggest you present our position along following lines and inquire
as to Soviet views.

@) Our attitude re Albania and Mongolian People’s Republic, as
set forth in Deptel 309, July 11, 1947.

) Our intention to support applications of Trans-Jordan, Eire,
Portugal, Italy and Austria. As to Italian application, you might
stress formal recognition of Italian cobelligerency in Potsdam com-
munique by US, USSR and UK, her willingness to collaborate with
UN in all international undertakings, and imminence of completion
of ratification of peace treaty. Asto Austria, you should recall that she
was recognized as victim of aggression in Moscow Declaration rather
than enemy state and that there has been undue delay in conclusion
of Austrian treaty. If Austria’s independence is questioned, you might
state that we believe she has essential attributes and institutions of a
sovereign state though temporarily sharing administration of various
governmental functions with representatives of occupying powers.

¢) We are still considering our attitude on the applications of
Rumania and Hungary, but question their eligibility and feel
strongly that it would be basically unjust not to admit Austria and
Italy before these states.

It would be helpful if in course of conversation you were able to
ascertain any information on likelihood of applications from Finland
and Bulgaria.

You may also wish during this week to mention our views on mem-
bership applications to delegations of non-permanent SC members.

MAaRsHALL
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501.AA/7-2647 : Telegram
The Minister in Austria (Erhardt) to the Secretary of State

SECRET v VIENNA, July 26, 1947—10 a. m.

652. British representatives here acting on instructions from London
have this week conveyed to Austrian Foreign Office British reaction
to Austrian application for admission to UN. According to British
their remarks were in following sense.

Begin summary. Unfortunate and regrettable that Austria’s applica-
tion was submitted on US advice without prior consultation with
British. British earnestly desire see Austria admitted to UN at earliest
appropriate moment but feel admission prior to conclusion treaty
would require straining apparent meaning of Article II paragraph one
and Article IV paragraph one of UN Charter. Also in Moscow dis-
cussions on Austrian treaty, agreement was reached on statement in
preamble that four powers will be able support Austria’s application
after treaty concluded (implying that unable sooner).

Austria’s application places British in difficult position because they
do not wish to oppose it and also do not wish to support it since that
would give countries such as Spain opportunity to argue British were
basing their position on political consideration rather than terms of
charter.

Australia also regrets premature Austrian application fearing
admission might serve as precedent for early admission Japan.

In view [o%] foregoing, British plan on Xustrian application is to
vote for admission 1f Soviets do not oppose it but to refrain from
voting if Soviets do oppose it. This plan, however, might be modified
if US should advance new reasons for immediate admission of Austria.
End summary.

ErzARDT

501.AA/8-747 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Italy

WasHINGTON, August 7, 1947.

1832. Following statement was made by Hayden Raynor US mem-
ber in Membership Committee Security Council on August 4, and
released to the press:

“The United States warmly supports the application of Italy and
believes that Italy well merits admission at this time to the United
Nations.

“In comparison with other ex-enemy states, Italy is in an entirely
unique position. This statement is based on two major premises: first,
Ttaly was declared to be a co-belligerent in the war against Germany
in a joint statement issued to the world on October 13, 1943 by the
President of the United States, the Prime Minister of Great Britain
and the Premier of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. You will
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note the Soviet Union was a party to this declaration. I emphasize
that no other ex-enemy state was granted this status of co-belligerency.

“The second reason for the unique position of Italy is the fact that
it is to all intents and purposes not restricted whatsoever as to
sovereignty. The Allied Commission was terminated on January 31,
1947, I should add that this termination was approved by the Soviet
Union as well as by the other powers. At the time the statement was
made that the need for the Allied Commission—which in paraphrase
means the need for control—no longer existed.

“The situation today is that all illied control over Italy has been
relinquished with the exception of Venezia Giulia and Udine. In those
areas there is still a small military occupation force of British and
American troops. This should be considered, however, only as a token
-occupation. They are situated on the northeast frontier of Italy for
the purpose of insuring a peaceful solution to the boundary problem
existing in that area. They are not there for the purpose of controlling
Italy. A corollary of what I have said is that military government
has been entirely withdrawn from Italy except for the areas cited
and for small administrative forces necessary for its support.

“The next point I would like to make is that the Italian peace treaty
has been ratified by all of the Great Powers whose ratification is neces-
sary to bring it into force except for the Soviet Union. It has also
been ratiﬁed%)y a substantial vote of the Italian Parliament. It would
be patently unjust—in fact a travesty on justice—to deny to the Italian
people, who have done so much since becoming a co-belligerent both
to assist the Allies and to develop their democratic processes of gov-
ernment, membership in the United Nations simply because the peace
treaty has not been ratified by one Great Power. Italy made a splendid
record in her period of co-belligerency. She has established democracy
within her own borders. She has shown faithful respect for the obl-
gations assumed under the treaty of peace, and she has shown a willing-
ness to collaborate with the United Nations in all international contacts
and with the specialized agencies which she has already joined. In
the opinion of my Government, Italy’s goodwill and her eligibility
for membership in the United Nations are beyond question. I urge
most strongly that this Committee recommend to the Security Council
her admission to the United Nations.” *

MARSHALL

1 See United Nations, Official Records of the Security Council, Second Year,
Special Supplement No. 3, Report of the Committee on the Admission of New
Members, p. 45, appendix 9. The United States also submitted to the Member-
ship Committee statements regarding Albania, Hungary, Austria, Romania, and
Bulgaria; see ibid., appendices 3, 8, 11, 12, and 13, respectively. Further, the
United States made a general statement regarding the admission of ex-enemy
states and Austria, ibid., appendix 7; and general remarks about Eire and
Portugal, ibid., pp. 15-16 and 16-17.
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1501.AA/8-1347 : Telegram
The Minister in Finland (Hamilton) to the Secretary of State

‘CONFIDENTIAL HEeLsiNkr, August 13, 1947—3 p. m.

386. It was President’s view and other high officials that Finland’s
Peace Treaty should first go into effect and then Finland would
apply for UN membership (Embtel 372, August 1?). Finnish Gov-
ernment consequently decided against applying now.

Hammron

1 Not printed.

501.AA/8-1547
Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary of State*

WasHINGTON, August 15, 1947.

Participants: Ambassador Tarchiani
Mr. Lovett, Acting Secretary
Mr. Dowling, SE
Mr. Thompson, SPA

The Italian Ambassador called at his request today to express, he
said, Count Sforza’s ? sincere appreciation for the financial agreement
signed yesterday. The Ambassador said that Count Sforza was partic-
ularly gratified by the statement which I had made at the time of the
signing.®

Tarchiani then referred to Italy’s application for membership in the
United Nations which is now being considered by the Membership
Committee of the Security Council.* He said that the Italian Govern-
ment appreciated the support given by the United States® but was
somewhat concerned since the Security Council discussions seemed to
be leading up to a Soviet veto. He mentioned that other procedural
possibilities might offer a way to permit Italy’s admission to the
United Nations, at least when the treaties had come into effect.

I told the Ambassador that the question of Italy’s admission was,
of course, a matter regarding which it was difficult to make any predic-
‘tion. He had said there had been some talk of a blanket admission,

i Drafted by Walter C. Dowling, Assistant Chief of the Division of Southern
‘European Affairs.

2 Count Carlo Sforza was Italian Foreign Minister.

3 For information regarding the “Memorandum of Understanding”, signed at
"Washington, August 14, 1947, see editorial note, vol. m1, p. 956.

4+ See the Ambassador’s Memorandum of August 15, infra, probably left with
-the Department at this time.

% In a separate note of even date the Ambassador expressed to the Acting Secre-
tary of State the appreciation of the Italian Government for this support
(501.AA/8-1547).

335-253—73——18
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but this seemed to me to be out of the question both as concerns proce-
dure under the Charter and as concerns this Government’s attitude
towards some of the countries now applying for admission. I added
that in any event if the USSR were to block Italy’s entry into the
United Nations it would have to veto Italy specifically as all applica-
tions would apparently have to be voted on individually.

A fter some further discussion the Ambassador agreed with me that
this was a problem which would have to be worked out in the light of
subsequent developments since we did not yet know exactly what at-
titude the several members of the Security Council would take. I
assured Tarchiani that we were in entire sympathy with Italy’s eager-
ness to get into the United Nations and that we would give every con-
sideration to the matter.

501.AA/8-1547

Memorandum by the Italian Ambassador (Tarchiani) to the Acting
Secretary of State

CONFIDENTIAL
MEemoraNDUM

The Italian Ambassador presents his compliments to the Honorable
the Acting Secretary of State and has the honor to inform him that
the recent trend of discussions within the Membership Committee of
the Security Council for Italy’s admission to the United Nations—
and especially the attitude of the U.S.S.R. Delegate, which may lead
to a veto—is a cause of deep concern to the Italian Government and
people.

The Department of State is fully aware of the difficult debate [that]
occurred within the Italian Constituent Assembly for the ratification
of the Peace Treaty. During such debate, the main argument on the
Government’s side, and perhaps the determining one leading to the
approval of ratification, was that Italy acquired, even though at a
high price, the right of immediate participation in the body of the
United Nations. A denial of admission at the present time to the United
Nations would undoubtedly place the Italian Government in a very
serious position not only with the Constituent Assembly, but with the
entire Nation as well. A feeling of deep disappointment would over-
take those centers of public opinion on which the Italian Government
is most relying for carrying out their policy of understanding and
international collaboration.

The Italian Government therefore cherishes the hope that the Gov-
ernment of the United States, which has already shown, since the
start, to favor Italy’s admission to the United Nations, will take all
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possible action in her favor at the Security Council for attaining this
purpose. Naturally the Italian Government would be glad indeed were
it possible to reach a formula agreeable to all Powers concerned, per-
mitting to reconcile the arguments expounded in the Membership
Committee, without impairing Italy’s admission by action of the
United Nation’s General Assembly of next September.

The Ttalian Government firmly hopes that Italy will be spared a new
wound that might have grave political repercussions.

W ASHINGTON, August 15, 1947.

501.AA/8-1647 : Telegram .
The Acting Secretary of State to the Mission at the United Nations

‘CONFIDENTIAL , W asHINGTON, August 16, 1947—3 p. m.
US URGENT ‘

357. Dept has been considering US attitude if, as expected, Soviets
after SC debate on UN membership vote against recommending ad-
‘mission of Eire, Portugal and Transjordan as well as five new
-applicants.

In this event Dept proposes that immediately after SC has voted on
each individual application, US should introduce resolution along
following lines:

“The SC has given careful consideration to the requests for admis-
sion to membership of (applicants rejected by SC).

“Tn view of differences of opinion as to the application to the states
mentioned in the preceding paragraph of the criteria for admission
to the UN set forth in Article 4 of the Charter, and in order to prevent
‘these differences from causing further indefinite delays in the admis-
sion of states which a number of members of the SC deem qualified
for membership:

“The SC requests the GA to consider the qualifications of the above-
mentioned applicants and will, in this instance, immediately recom-
mend to the GA the admission of any of the above-mentioned
applicants which the GA shall have considered qualified for
admission.”

Tn introducing this resolution, US should state that it will maintain
in GA same position re each applicant as it took in SC, unless changed
circumstances in the interim justify a change in our conclusions as to
its qualifications.

Draft statement to be made in SC on introduction of above resolu-
tion will be brought to New York by Hayden Raynor.

Applicants approved by SC (probably only Yemen) should be han-
.dled in a separate resolution. '
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Dept assumes you will vote on applications in accordance with US
views expressed in SC Membership Committee, favoring Eire, Portu-

- gal, Transjordan, Italy, Austria and Yemen and opposing Albania,
Mongolian People’s Republic, Hungary, Rumania and Bulgaria.
' Loverr

! Subsequent consideration of these matters by United Nations organs was
affected, of course, by the entering into force of certain of the peace treaties.

Editorial Note

The above telegram remained the basic instruction for the United
States Representative throughout Security Council discussion of ad-
mission of new Members on August 18, August 21, September 24, Sep-
tember 29, and October 1, the specific United States effort during this
period being directed to the introduction on August 21 of the draft
resolution printed in telegram 857, August 16 (withdrawn the
same day), a request on September 24 for Council reconsideration of
the Ttalian application (rejected initially by the Security Council on
August 21 because of the adverse vote of the Soviet Union), and the
making of supporting statements as appropriate. The Council failed
to take favorable action except in the cases of Yemen and Pakistan.

With the refusal of the Security Council to recommend nine of the
applicant states, the General Assembly at its Second Regular Session
adopted a resolution on November 17 in which inter alia it found that
certain of these states (Eire, Portugal, Transjordan, Italy, Finland,
and Austria) were “peace-loving . . . within the meaning of Article 4
of the Charter”; and requested the Security Council to reconsider their
applications “in the light of this determination of the Assembly.” In
the legislative history of this resolution in the First Committee, it was
the United States that proposed the statement regarding Austria.
(GA (II), Resolutions, page 18.)
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IV. POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES REGARDING THE APPORTION-
MENT OF EXPENSES OF THE REGULAR (ADMINISTRATIVE)
BUDGET OF THE UNITED NATIONS AMONG MEMBERS OF THE
ORGANIZATION*

10 Files: US/A/C.5/89
United States Delegation Working Paper

RESTRICTED [New Yorx,] October 16, 1947.
PrincreLe oF A CrmwLing 1IN THE CONTRIBUTIONS SCALE

The United States Representative on Committee 5 is under instruc-
tions to introduce a resolution which would secure adoption by Gen-
eral Assembly of the principle that no one Member should contribute
in normal times more than one-third of the cost of the administrative
expenses of the United Nations. General opposition is expected to the
adoption (at least at this time) of the principle of a ceiling and in
particular to the adoption of the principle of a ceiling of 33.33 per cent.

It will be helpful if the political officers will explore this question
with the other Delegations so that we may know how far we can go
at this session and what approach we should use. At the moment we
believe the best opportunity will arise when Committee 5 considers
revision of Rule 43 of the Provisional Rules of Procedure of the
General Assembly.

BACKGROUND

In accordance with Rule 43 of the Provisional Rules of Procedure
the Committee on Contributions, a body of ten experts serving in their
individual capacities, is instructed to “advise the General Assembly
concerning the apportionment under Article 17, paragraph 2, of the
Charter of the expenses of the Organization among Members, broadly
according to capacity to pay”. The Committee has no other specific
terms of reference, although the first part of the first session of the
General Assembly drew the Committee’s attention to considerations
which were recommended by the Preparatory Commission. The perti-
nent parts of the Preparatory Commission’s recommendations are at-
tached as Annex I. Although relative capacity to pay is the major
consideration in the Preparatory Commission’s recommendations and
in Article 43 of the Provisional Rules of Procedure, adoption of the
ceiling principle has not been foreclosed.

The United States has maintained from the beginning that no one
Member should pay a preponderant share of the United Nations ex-
penses, although it took a leading part in support of the concept of
capacity to pay as a major factor in establishing a scale. Last year

! Continued from Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 461, 499,
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Senator Vandenberg stated firmly in Committee 5 that in normal times -
no one country should contribute more than one-third to the admin-
istrative expenses and inserted a reservation to this effect in the Com-
mittee’s report to the General Assembly (A/274).

Congressional interest in this question dictates that the United
States Delegation do its utmost at this session to secure adoption of
the ceiling pr1n01ple The recent announcement that a subcommittee
of the Senate Committee on Appropriations has been appointed, be-
cause of the heavy United States obligations, to investigate how the
United Nations and other international organizations spend their funds
and account for them is further 1ndlcat10n that the Delegation must
move forward in this matter.

U.S. ARGUMENT

In an organization of sovereign equals, in which each member has an
equal vote on program and expenditures, it is inappropriate for any
one Member to pay a preponderant share. Conversely it is an unhealthy
situation for the organization itself to be unduly dependent for finan-
cial support on any one member. The Secretary-General made the point
last year in the Fifth Committee that such a condition would be un-
healthy from the standpoint of the Secretariat. ‘

This concept of broad financial support is partly recognized by the
adoption by the General Assembly, by implication, of a “floor” in the
scale of contributions. Eight Members are each assessed .04 per cent
although their relative capacities to pay are not all equal. The concept
of broad support has not, however, been implemented by clear recogni-
tion of the principle of a maximum at the other end of the scale.

The United States recognizes the obvious need of taking account of
relative capacities to pay. If the budget were nominal, each Member,
having an equal voice, could be expected to pay an equal share. The
United Nations budget is too large, however, to admit of equal con-
tributions if membership is to be universal. Nevertheless, the fact that
the budget is large does not justify complete disregard of the factor
of sovereign equality.

Other Delegations may argue that the present assessment of 39.89
per cent for the United States is already a compromise between an
assessment based solely on relative capacities to pay and an assessment
based on equality of financial obligations. (Last year the Committee
on Contributions reported a scale of relative capacities to pay based on
available statistical data which indicated that the United States had
a relative capacity to pay of 49.89 per cent.) This argument can be met
on two grounds. (1) The calculations made by the Committee on Con-
tributions last year were admittedly not precise because of the absence
of comparable statistical information for each country and because of
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the impossibility of comparing the national incomes of highly indus-
trialized societies with the national incomes of agricultural societies.
(2) Even though the present United States contribution may be at
a rate which is below its theoretical relative capacity to pay, it does not,
in the opinion of the United States Government, reflect adequately the
concept of sovereign equality. The United States position is that 3314
per cent would be high enough to take adequate account of the greater
United States capacity to pay on the one hand and would not on the
other hand, in the words of the Preparatory Commission recommenda-
tions, be so low as seriously to obscure the relation between its contribu-
tions and its capacity to pay. If each Member were assessed on the basis.
of sovereign equality, the assessment for each Member would be 1.75
per cent.

It might also be pointed out that contributions by the permanent
members of the Security Council should not be too widely divergent.
France and China are each assessed 6 per cent; the U.S.S.R., 6.34 per
cent ; and the United Kingdom, 11.48 per cent.

POINTS TO STRESS

I(;l discussing this problem with other Delegations, it is desirable to
find out:

1. If there is a willingness to recognize the principle of a ceiling
in normal times.

2. If a maximum of 3314 per cent is an acceptable ceiling.

3. If support would be given to the formal recognition of the prin-
ciple of a ceiling by amendment of Rule 43 of the Provisional Rules
of Procedure.

The present Rule 43 now reads in part as follows:

The Committee on Contributions shall advise the General
Assembly concerning the apportionment under Article 17, para-
graph 2, of the Charter of the expenses of the Organization
among Members, broadly according to capacity to pay.

It might be amended by adding to this sentence either :

and toking account of the principle that normally no single Mem-
ber shall contribute more than one-third of the total contributions
for administrative expenses.

or

within maximum and minimum limits which shall be determined
by the General Assembly.

The addition of the principle of a ceiling and a floor to Rule 43 is
appropriate since this rule already gives capacity to pay as a guide to-
the Contributions Committee. To include a specific percentage such
as 3314 might be resisted on the grounds that a substantive matter
was being placed in a procedural rule. However, an expression of
views on this question would be helpful.

It should be emphasized that the United States is not pressing for
an immediate application of a 83.33 per cent ceiling. As Senator-
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Vandenberg stated in Committee 5 last year and as the United States
Representative has stated on two occasions in Committee 5 this year,
the United States is willing to pay the additional contribution which
is represented by the difference between 33.33 and 39.89 per cent be-
cause the United States recognizes the serious economic difficulties
which face other Members at this time. It is to be expected, however,
that the current economic difficulties in the rest of the world will de-
crease. Indeed, with economic recovery, increased industrialization of
many countries, and the addition of new Members to the United
Nations, the position of the United States on a scale of relative capaci-
ties to pay may be expected steadily to decline.

In talking with other Delegations it is important to stress the fact
that the United States recognizes that operational expenses as dis-
tinguished from administrative expenses would require a greater con-
tribution by those Members which are in a position to pay large
amounts. For example : United States accepted an assessment of 45.75
per cent of the TRO budget. If only 75 percent of the TRO contribu-
tions are actually subscribed, as is possible under its constitution, the
United States contribution would be more than 61 per cent.

The report of the Committee on Contributions has already been
examined and approved by Committee 5. In this Committee the United

- States Delegation agreed to recommend to the Congress that it appro-
priate 39.89 per cent of the total contributions assessed in 1948.

FURTHER BACKGROUND MATERIAL

Additional background material will be found under Tab 1(f) of the
Instruction Book in the position paper entitled “Member Contribu-
tions to the United Nations” (SD/A/C.5/58) and under Tabs 6(¢),
6(d), and 6(e) of the Committee 5 Background Book.! The statement
of the United States Representative on the report of the Committee on
Contributions made on October 4% in Committee 5 is attached for
further reference.?

R. Kuin

! None printed.

* The summary record of the United States statement made on October 4 is
found in United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly, Second Ses-
sion, Fifth Commitiee, p. 44.

* A proposal to amend Rule 43 along the lines of providing for maximum and
minimum limits for contributions by Members was submitted to the Fifth Com-
mittee by the United States, and was considered by the Committee at a meeting
on November 6. Adlai Stevenson spoke for the United States. After some delibera-
tion the Committee decided at the same meeting to defer consideration of this:
item along with a proposal submitted by the Chairman of the Contributions Com-
mittee. For the Committee’s discussion, see ibid., pp. 350-357; Mr. Stevenson’s
exposition of the U.S. view is found 4bid., pp. 350-351.

However, in its report to the General Assembly on the scale of assessments:
for the 1948 budget (U.N. Doc. A/462), the Fifth Committee included, at the
request of the United States member, the conviction of the United States that
in an organization of sovereign equals no single member should pay more than
8314 per cent of the regular (administrative) budget.
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NEGOTIATION OF THE TRUSTEESHIP AGREEMENT FOR
THE FORMER JAPANESE-MANDATED ISLANDS IN THE
PACIFIC CONCLUDED BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
AND THE SECURITY COUNCIL OF THE UNITED
NATIONS, APRIL 2, 19471

1890.0146/1-2147
The British Ambassador (Inverchapel) to the Secretary of State

No. 45 WasHINGTON, January 21, 1947,

Sir, I have the honour to refer to Mr. Acheson’s note of the 6th
November 1946 enclosing the draft of a strategic area trusteeship agree-
ment setting forth the terms on which the United States Government
is prepared to place the Japanese Mandated Islands under Trustee-
:ship.? :

! For related documentation, see Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 544 ff.

2 For text of the draft trusteeship agreement, see Department of State Bulletin,
November 17, 1946, pp. 889 ff. On November 6, 1946, President Truman announced
‘that the United States was to submit this draft agreement formally to the Secu-
rity Council for its approval “at an early date” ; for text of the President’s state-
ment, see ibid., p. 889, or Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, p. 674. At the same time,
the Department sent to the diplomatic missions of the other members of the Secu-
rity Council (in Washington) and of the Philippines Republic and New Zealand,
for the information of these Governments, copies of the draft trusteeship agree-
ment ; these notes are not printed. On January 15, 1947, similar communications
were transmitted to the Governments of Belgium, Colombia, and Syria, these
states having been members of the Security Council since November 6 when they
‘were elected.

On December 11, 1946, the Soviet Embassy submitted a note dated December 7
in reply; for text, see Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, p. 710. The view was ex-
pressed that Security Council consideration of the United States draft trusteeship
.agreement should be delayed until the peace settlement with Japan.

On December 27, 1946, the British Embassy informed the Department that
‘the Foreign Office was “urgently engaged” in obtaining the informal views of
the Australian and New Zealand Governments. The Embassy expressed the hope
that this Government could defer presenting the draft agreement to the Security
sCouncil until a further communication had been received from the Embassy. (See
‘memorandum of telephone conversation, by the Director of the Office of Special
“Political Affairs (Hiss), December 24, 1946, ibid., p. 711.)

258
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His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom appreciate the
action of the United States Government in submitting the draft to them
for information, and welcome the announced intention of the United
States Government to seek the approval of the Security Council for
the draft agreement as an earnest of United States support for the
implementation of the Trusteeship principle. His Majesty’s Govern-
ment feel impelled, however, to state that they regard the action of the
United States Government as a declaration of intention which cannot
take effect in advance of the Peace Treaty with Japan 3 and consider
that it would be premature at this stage to place proposals formally
before the Security Council. In particular, from the point of view of
His Majesty’s Government, such action by the United States would be
open to the serious practical objection that it would confuse the issue
about trusteeship for the former Italian Colonies.*

In the meantime His Majesty’s Government wish to discuss with the
United States Government certain textual points in the draft under
reference. A memorandum setting forth the comments of His Majesty’s
Government on the points in question is enclosed herein,

T have [ete.] INVERCHAPEL

[Enclosure]

1. Preamble

In the second recital the reference should presumably be to Article
T7(B), since the United States are in possession of the islands by
virtue of the war and are not a Mandatory Power.

2. Article 8(1)

The purpose of this clause is apparently to control the immigration
of potential enemy agents. It conflicts, however, with Article 83(2)
and 76(D) of the Charter, and appears to be inconsistent with the
“open-door” policy which the United States has insisted upon in regard
to the United Kingdom mandates and in Western Samoa.

3. Article 8(111)

In the view of His Majesty’s Government this clause strains Article
76 (D) of the Charter.

4. Article 13
His Majesty’s Government wish to suggest the following re-wording :

“The provisions of Article 87 and 88 of the Charter shall be appli-
cable to the trust territory, provided that the administering authority

SFor documentation regarding United States policy with respect to a peace
settlement with Japan, see vol. vi, pp. 446 ff.
* For documentation on this subject, see vol. i1, pp. 569 ff.
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may at any time inform the Security Council, in accordance with
Article 83(111) of the Charter, that Security considerations do not
permit the exercise of the functions of the trusteeship council in regard
to specific areas.”

His Majesty’s Government attach particular importance to the point
that if any areas are closed for security reasons they shall be closed so
far as civil aviation is concerned on a nondiscriminatory basis to civil
airlines of the United States as well as to those of other nations.

5. Article I, which describes the area as a strategic area, when read
in conjunction with Article XIII, might be interpreted as meaning
that, as distinct from individual islands and the territorial waters
round them, the United States would close the complete area and so
disrupt sea communications. His Majesty’s Government feel there
would be no basis in international law for such action, and doubt
whether that is the interpretation which the United States Govern-
ment would in practice apply. They would, however, welcome
clarification on this point.

890.0146/1-2147
The Australion Ambassador (Makin) to the Secretary of State

No. 26/47 WasHINGTON, 21 January 1947.

S1r, I have the honour to refer to Mr. Acheson’s note of November
6th, 1946, enclosing, for the information of the Australian Govern-
ment, a draft of a strategic area trusteeship agreement setting forth
the terms upon which the Government of the United States is prepared
to place the Japanese mandated islands under trusteeship.

My Government has given careful consideration to the draft agree-
ment, and has at this stage certain general comments to offer. In the
view of the Australian Government, the ultimate solution of the ques-
tion of the Japanese mandated islands lies in their being controlled by
the United States. At the same time the Australian Government does
not regard this as an isolated question but as an integral part of a
comprehensive settlement for the entire Pacific ocean area. To isolate
‘the question of mandated islands from the settlement with Japan as
a whole is, in the opinion of my Government, an approach almost
untenable both politically and juridically. ’

With the fullest desire, therefore, to support the ultimate objective
of the United States, the Australian Government regards both the
timing and the procedure as erroneous, and believes that the course
proposed by the United States will have the effect of adding to the
difficulties of achieving their objective.
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The United States Government recently undertook, in a message
transmitted through its Ambassador in Canberra, to support the claim
of Australia to be a principal party in the negotiation of the Japanese
settlement. In view of this the Australian Government finds it difficult
to understand the approach made by the United States Government
on the question of the mandated islands, whidh appears to disregard
Australia’s vital interest in the disposal of the territories concerned.

I have [ete.] For the Ambassador:

ALFRED STIRLING

890.0146/1-2147
The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Inverchapel)

WasHaINgTON, February 12, 1947.

ExceLrenoy: I have the honor to refer to your note of January 21,
1947, commenting upon Mr. Acheson’s note of November 6, 1946 with
reference to the terms upon which the United States Government is
prepared to place the former Japanese Mandated Islands under
trusteeship.

The United States Government regrets that it does not share the
view of the United Kingdom Government that the action proposed
by the United States cannot take effect in advance of the Peace Treaty
with Japan and that it would be premature at this stage to place
proposals formally before the Security Council.

As to whether the proposed action can take effect in advance of the
Peace Treaty with Japan, the United States Government does not con-
sider that there is any barrier to the placing of these islands under
trusteeship in accordance with the Charter whenever the Security
Council approves the draft agreement. The islands never did belong to
Japan, which, moreover, as a result of the war, has ceased to exercise
any authority therein. Further, it was agreed at Cairo and Potsdam,
and reaflirmed in the instrument of surrender accepted by the powers
responsible for Japan’s defeat, that Japan should be deprived of any
authority in these islands. Moreover, practically all the states which
might conceivably have an interest in the disposition of the J: apanese
Mandated Islands are either members of the Security Council or, as
in the case of the Philippines and New Zealand, have been provided
with information about the United States proposals. For these reasons,
the United States considers that the conclusion of the trusteeship
agreement for the Japanese Mandated Islands can be properly dealt
with now by the Security Council in aceordance with the Charter and
does not depend upon, and need not await, the general peace settle-
ment with Japan.
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As to whether it would be premature at this stage to place proposals
formally before the Security Council, the United States Government
believes that such formal presentation should be made at an early
date. These islands were administered for nearly a quarter of a century
under a mandate of the League of Nations and, therefore, they appear
clearly to belong in the dategory described in Article 77 (o) with regard
to which the spirit and intent of the Charter indicated the early plac-
ing under trusteeship. Moreover, the General Assembly Resolution of
February 9, 1946, expressly invites “the states administering territories
now held under mandate” to undertake practical steps to place such
territories under trusteeship. The United States is not, of course, a
mandatory over the former Japanese Mandated Islands, but it has been
administering them de facto and, therefore, considers it a duty to do its.
part in giving prompt effect to the Assembly Resolution. The United
States believes that it should proceed with this program in order that
other governments and peoples may know the reasons underlying the
United States proposal. There would also seem to be sound, practical
grounds why, in the interest of the inhabitants and the general stabil-
ity of this area, a definitive arrangement should be provided for as
soon as possible rather than delay it to an indefinite date in the future.
Finally, it will be recalled that the President, in his announcement of’
November 6, 1946, stated that the draft trusteeship agreement would:
be submitted to the Security Council for its approval at an early date,.
and any further delay might be likely to lead to misunderstanding.

The United States Government notes, however, that the Government
of the United Kingdom considers that, from its point of view, such
action by the United States would be open to the “serious practicali
objection” that it would confuse the issue about trusteeship for the
former Italian colonies. The United States Government has no desire-
to contribute to any confusion of the issue about the Ttalian colonies..
It does not see any obvious or direct connection between the two cate--
gorles of territories in question. Although the territories in both cate-
gories are under military occupation, the status of the former Japanese
Mandated Islands, having been for many years under an international
mandate and never having been under the sovereignty of Japan, ap--
pears to be entirely different from that of the Italian colonies in these-
respects. .

However, after its proposal has been formally placed before the-
Security Council the United States would be quite willing to consider-
acceding to any reasonable postponement of consideration and action
if this were deemed to be desirable or convenient by other members of"
the Councll although, as stated before, it does not feel that action
by the Council need necessarlly be deferred until the negotiation of:
. the Peace Treaty with Japan. '
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In view of the foregoing, the United States Government believes
that there should be no serious objection to its announced plan to make
an early formal submission of the draft agreement to the Security
Council, and hopes that the United Kingdom Government will be con-
vinced of the desirability of this course.

The observations made by the United Kingdom Government on
certain textual points in the United States draft proposal is made the
subject of comment attached hereto. These comments will be elaborated
more fully when the terms are presented to the Security Council.t

Accept, [etc.] G. C. MarsHALL

[Attachment]

OBservaTIONS ON TExTUAL Pornts Ratsep By THE Untrep Kinepom
GOVERNMENT IN MEMORANDUM ENCLOSED IN NoOTE OF JANUARY 21,
1947

1. Preamble

By its second recital the United States, of course, does not claim to be
in the islands as a mandatory power but it recognizes that it is admin-
istering islands which formerly were under mandate. These islands
were militarily taken from Japanese forces, but since, in our view,
they did not belong to Japan, they could not legally be taken away
from Japan. Hence, they do not completely fit the category of Article
77(2) (enemy territory). However, no difficulty is seen in clarifying
the point that the United States is not in these islands now as a
mandatory power.

2. Article 8(1)

The United States considers that in a strategic agreement security
factors take precedence over economic factors. Moreover, it is not
believed that there is any inconsistency with the provisions of the
Charter. It is not the intention of the United States to seek any
economic advantage for itself but merely to provide the necessary
protection for areas which may need to be closed.

8. Article 8(111)

The United States considers that the proposed regulation on traffic
rights to aircraft flying into and out of the trust territory is precisely
in accord with the Chicago Aviation Convention and that the same
situation would apply whether Article 8, paragraph 3, were included
in the draft or not.

1 With the exception of the paragraph pertaining to the former Italian colonies,
substantially similar notes were transmitted on the same day to the Soviet Am-
bassador (Novikov) (890.0146/12-746) and the Australian Ambassador (Makin)
(890.0146/1-2147). )
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4, Article 13

This proposal appears to state the position somewhat more precisely
in terms of Article 83(8) of the Charter and will be carefully studied
by the United States.

5. Article 1 and Article 13

The United States takes the view that the territory to be placed
under trusteeship by the draft agreement is the same area as that under
mandate to Japan and that the territorial waters included in the trust
territory would be determined by customary interpretations of inter-
national law.

890.0146/2-1447 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the United States Representative at the
United Nations (Austin)

RESTRICTED ‘WasHiNgTON, February 14, 1947—6 p. m.

47, In view of statement at my last press conference that we ex-
pected to present trusteeship agreement for the Japanese Mandated
Islands to the SC about February 17, it is suggested that you forward
it to the SYG for transmittal to the SC for approval under Article 83
of the Charter.?

MARSHALL

*The decision on this time-table was the result of meetings and memoranda-
writing in the Department during the weeks of early February, at the same time
that drafting was being done on the February 12 notes. About February 10, the
Secretary of State granted simultaneous approvals to the draft notes and the
draft of a statement to be made by Ambassador Austin in formally presenting
the draft trusteeship agreement to the Security Council.

For text of the letter from the United States Representative to the Secretary
General of the United Nations (Lie) dated February 17, 1947, enclosing the text
of the draft trusteeship agreement and requesting Security Council consideration
of the agreement at an early date, see United Nations, Oficial Records of the
Seourity Council, Second Year, Supplement No. 8, annex 17.

890.0146/2-2047

The Soviet Minister for Foreign Affairs (Molotov) to the Secretary
of State?
[Translation]

The Soviet Government has carefully considered your note of the
13th [72] of February of this year and has arrived at the conclusion

* Forwarded to the Secretary of State under cover of a note from the Soviet
Ambassador . (Novikov) dated February 20. In transmitting the Soviet com-
mauniéétton to the Secretary, the Director of the Office of European Affairs
(Hickerson) noted: “The present note is". . . a complete reversal of position™"
(501.BE/2-2747).
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that it is not worthwhile to postpone the question about the former
mandated islands of Japan and that the decision of this question comes
within the competency of the Security Council.

As regards the substance of the question, the Soviet Government
deems that it would be entirely fair to transfer to the trusteeship of
the United States the former mandated islands of Japan, and the
Soviet Government takes into account, that the armed might of the
U.S.A. played a decisive role in the matter of victory over Japan and
that in the war with Japan the U.S.A. bore incomparably greater
sacrifices, than the other allied governments.?

?The Acting Secretary of State in a note of March 6 to Ambassador Novikov
said:

“The United States Government is pleased to learn that the Soviet Govern-
ment concurs in the view that the question of trusteeship for the former Japa-
nese Mandated Islands comes within the competence of the Security Council and
that the Soviet Government deems that it would be entirely fair to transfer the
former Japanese Mandated Islands to the trusteeship of the United States. The
United States Government also takes note of the expressions contained in Mr.
Molotov’s note concerning the role of the armed forces of the United States in
the victory over Japan.” (890.0146/2-2047)

501.BE/2-2147 : Telegram

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Austin) to
the Secretary of State

RESTRICTED New Yorxg, February 21,1947—6: 25 p. m.

186. UK prepared to make statement on US trusteeship agreement.
Lawford (UK)? told USDel on Feb. 21 that Cadogan ? would be pre-
pared to state the British position on the US draft trusteeship agree-
ment on former Japanese mandated islands at the SC meeting on
Feb. 25. He indicated unofficially that statement merely would reaffirm
Britain’s previously voiced opinion that action on the US proposal
* should await the signing of the Japanese peace treaty.

AvsTIN

V. G. Lawford, Adviser on the United Kingdom Delegation Staff. .

?8ir Alexander Cadogan, Permanent British Representative to the United
Nations.

Editorial Note

The United States Representative formally submitted the United
States draft trusteeship agreement for the Pacific islands formerly
mandated to Japan to the Security Council on February 26, making a
detailed statement at the same time. For the text of Ambassador
Austin’s statement, see United Nations, Official Records of the Security

335-258—T73——19
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Council, Second Year, pages 408 ff. (hereafter cited as SC, 2nd yr.),
or Department of State Bulletin, March 9, 1947, pages 416 ff.

Amendments were offered by the Soviet Union at the February 26
meeting and by the United Kingdom and Australia at a meeting on
March 12. For the three Soviet amendments and accompanying state-
ment by the Permanent Soviet Representative to the United Nations
(Gromyko), see SC, 2nd yr., pages 414 and 415; see also ¢bid., pages
474-477,479, and 480, and post, pages 275 ff. The two United Kingdom
amendments are found in SC, 2nd yr., pages 644 and 662.

The Australian amendment proposed the addition of a completely
new article, as follows:

“This agreement is subject to confirmation in the interim or final
treaty of peace between Japan and the allied Powers victorious in the
war against Japan, it being understood that by such treaty Japan shall
be required to surrender all its rights, if any, relating to the control and
administration of the present territories, and such territories shall be
forr)nally detached from any form of control by Japan.” (Ib:d., page
516

Almost immediately Ambassador Austin gave notice to the Council
that “at the proper time” he would raise a point of order against the
Australian amendment.

501.BC/3-1447

Memorandum by Mr. Charles P. Noyes to the United States
Representative at the United Nations (Austin)?

SECRET [New York,] March 13, 1947.
ProerEM oF VoriNg oN THE TRUSTEESHIP AGREEMENT

If any of the other members of the Council should press their
amendments to a vote, we shall be faced with the necessity of deciding
whether or not to use our veto.

There are three different possibilities:

First, We could announce in advance that because we were an inter-
ested party and had a veto, we would abstain on all votes so as to
permit the Security Council to reach a decision without our participa-
tion. We would of course reserve our right as the other party to the
agreement to decline to accept the agreement if the Security Council
should insist on any amendments which we were unable to accept.

A Second alternative would be to make no commitment in advance
but to watch for the affirmative votes in each case and abstain only

*Mr. Noyes was Special Adviser to Ambassador Austin for Security Councik
matters.
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if seven members vote in favor. The same reservation would be neces-
sary here if the United States should have abstain.

The 7'hird alternative would be to vote against any amendments we
disliked regardless of whether or not it amounted to a veto.

It seems to me there are fairly substantial objections to deciding
to follow the third alternative policy. In my opinion, it would lower
the prestige of the United States and would be quite inconsistent with
our broad policy on the problem of the veto in the Security Council
for the United States to put itself in the position of using its veto
to protect itself from an amendment. There is clearly no need to do
so since, as the other party to the Agreement, we have the right to
reject the agreement as a whole if we cannot accept particular amend-
ments. It would seem to me to be far wiser to follow a policy which
would not include the use of the veto to effect our purposes in obtain-
ing the approval of this A greement.

The second alternative has the advantage of avoiding the issue
completely unless it actually arises. In my opinion, it is unlikely that
seven members of the Security Council will support any of the pro-
posed amendments if the United States states in advance that it can-
not accept them. This alternative has the disadvantage of laying us
open to the charge that we have vetoed the amendment even though
it was not our veto alone which prevented the amendment from
carrying. (Viz. The alleged use of our veto last summer against
Albania’s application for membership.)

The first alternative has the advantage of obtaining public credit
for a decision which we would have made no¢ to use our veto under
any circumstances in this proceeding. It seems to me that if we make
up our minds that we will not use our veto, there is everything to gain
and little to lose by making this fact public. A decision to do this
might also help us in connection with a possible vote on Gromyko’s
third alternative since it would highlight for other members of the
Council the reasons why we did not want to accept Gromyko’s proposed
amendment.?

CuarLes P. Noves

? A copy of this memorandum was transmitted to the Department under cover
of a letter of March 14 from Mr. Noyes to the Director of the Office of Special
Political Affairs (Rusk). Noyes stated that both Ambassador Austin and the
Deputy United States Representative on the Security Council (Johnson), “after
a preliminary discussion,” favored the first. alternative in the memorandum ‘““on
the ground that it sacrifices nothing in reality and that it gives us a high moral
position.” Noyes said that the United States Permanent Delegation at New York
was anxious for the Department’s views on this question “before the meeting on
Monday [March 17], and I shall call you sometime on Monday morning about
it.” (501.BC/3-1447)
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501.BC/3-1747
Memorandum of Telephone Conversation?*

SECRET [WasHINGTON,] March 17, 1947.
Participants: Mr. Dean Rusk, SPA
Mr. Charles P. Noyes, U.S. Delegation, New York,
Adviser to U.S. Representative on the Security
Council and General Matters

Mr. Rusk said that he had been able to obtain a high-level decision
from both the State Department and the Navy Department on the
question raised in Mr. Noyes’ memorandum (attached).? Both Depart-
ments were agreed that Mr. Austin abstain from voting if any of the
-amendments proposed to the United States draft agreement should
be put to a vote, provided that Mr. Austin stated clearly in advance
-of the vote that the United States would not be able to accept these
proposed amendments. Mr. Noyes remarked that in this sense the
United States, as the other party to the agreement, would maintain
the right to reject the agreement, if certain amendments were insisted
upon by the Security Council. Mr. Rusk agreed that that was the cor-
rect interpretation, He added that the United States would not use
the veto to deny to the Security Council the right to express its view
with regard to proposed amendments.

Mr. Rusk stated that this policy of abstaining did not apply to
the point of order which might be raised in connection with the Aus-
tralian proposal. Mr. Noyes said that this was understood and that
the United States would be able to vote on the subsidiary legal ques-
tion raised by the point of order. Mr. Noyes said that he was informed
that the President of the Security Council (Aranha) would himself
raise the point of order. Since the United States did not rest its whole
case on the Australian proposal on the point of order, he felt that
Mr. Austin might wish to deal with both the procedure and the sub-
stance of the question at the same time. If the legal point came up as
a separate matter, however, the United States could vote on it, Mr.
Noyes said.®

* Apparently (on the basis of drafting information), the record of this conversa-

tign was made by William I. Cargo of the Division of Dependent Area Affairs.
Supra.

2 It was felt by some members of the Security Council, including the President
of the Council, that the Australian amendment raised an important constitutional
point regarding the competence of the Security Council in strategic trusteeship
matters. :

It was the United States view further that the amendment called into question
the effectiveness of the instrument of surrender of September 2, 1945, as a means
of extinguishing Japanese authority over the mandated islands legally and
permanently. Actually this issue was first raised in the Security Council on
March 7 when the Council began its debate on the draft trusteeship agreement
and before the Australian Delegate submitted his amendment. The United States
view that the Japanese mandate was terminated by the surrender was stated by
Ambassador Austin at that time. (SC, 2nd yr., pp. 464-472)



INTERNATIONAL TRUSTEESHIP 269

Mr. Rusk again stated with regard to substantive amendments that
Mr. Austin could abstain from voting and make a flat statement of
the United States position as previously indicated and that this would
be satisfactory to both the Navy and State Departments. In con-
cluding he remarked that Mr. Fahy, Mr. Acheson, and Mr. Forrestal *
had all been consulted on this question.

*Charles Fahy was Legal Adviser of the Department of States; James For-
restal was Secretary of the Navy.

800.014/3-1747 : Telegram

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Austin)
to the Secretary of State

New Yorg, March 17, 1947—9 p. m.

248. Re [new] draft of proposed Australian amendment® to draft
trusteeship agreement for Japanese mandated islands follows:

“Article 17: This agreement will enter into force on the date on
which the interim or final treaty of peace between Japan and the Allied
Powers victorious in the war against Japan becomes binding on Japan,
it being understood that by such treaty Japan shall be required to sur-
render all its rights (if any) relating to the control and administra-
tion of the present territories, and such territories shall be formally
detached fromany form of control by Japan.” 2

AvusTIN

Early in the meeting of the Security Council on March 17 the Australian
Delegate introduced a modification of the Australian amendment of March 12,
the text of which follows in this telegram. As stated by the Australian Delegate,
the revised amendment was designed to erase the constitutional difficulties
presumed to exist in the first version. (SC, 2nd yr., pp. 520 and 521)

2For the lengthy statement made to the Security Council by Ambassador
Austin on March 17 regarding the revised Australian amendment, see ibid., pp.
523-530. The United States view was that the amendment still raised constitu-
tional and legal questions, described by the Ambassador at one point in the
following :

“Every line of this amendment is in direct opposition to the Charter [of the
United Nations]. In the first phrase of this amendment, we undertake to take
away from the United Nations its very functions. The United Nations has the sole,
exclusive, and supreme authority over trusteeship. ... the second phrase of
this statement is a gross assumption of authority. The United Nations has no
authority under the Charter to make peace terms. It is not given any commit-
ment with respect to the treaty of peace between Japan and the victorious
powers.” (Ibid., pp. 524 and 525)
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890.0146/8-1947

Memorandum of Comversation, by the Acting Chief of the Division of
Northeast Asian A ffairs (Allison)

SECRET [WasHINGTON,] March 19, 1947.

Participants: Mr. Alfred Stirling, Minister, Australian Embassy
Mr. John M. Allison, Acting Chief of NA
Mr. Arthur Richards, Assistant Chief, British Com-
monwealth Division

As a result of discussion among DA, EUR and FE, it was decided to
request Mr. Stirling of the Australian Embassy to come in and dis-
cuss the whole question of the Australian attitude toward the U.S.
Draft Trusteeship Agreement for the Japanese Mandated Islands.!
Mr. Stirling came in at 4: 30 this afternoon. He stated that he was not
entirely familiar with the problem but did have a general knowledge of
the question.

It was explained to Mr. Stirling that Australia’s insistence on her
proposed amendment to the effect that the agreement would not enter
into force until the date on which the interim or final peace treaty be-
came binding on Japan was a real source of concern to the Depart-
ment. Reference was made to the statement of the Australian
representative on the Security Council that the sole purpose of this
amendment was the support of the principle that belligerents against

1The text of a draft telegram to New York dated March 19, which was never
sent, throws light on Department thinking prior to the conversation recorded
here.

“l. While Australia proposed new Article 17 to US draft trusteeship agree-
ment as revised at SC meeting Monday is totally unacceptable as you so effec-
tively made clear we are concerned over embarrassing necessity of publicly
defeating Australia and UK. We would like, if possible, to persuade Hasluck
[Australian Representative at the United Nations] to withdraw amendment or
give him opportunity to save his face in final showdown.

“2. Please remind Hasluck that US has consistently informed Australian Gov-
ernment on several occasions that it recognizes Australian position and interests
in Pacific and will assist Australia to become a principal participant in the peace
settlement with Japan. While we cannot publicly confirm this policy at this time
we are happy to do so privately.

“3. You may tell Hasluck that if he is unwilling to withdraw his amendment
you will state before final vote that US, of course, recognizes Australia’s natural
interest in all problems relating to Pacific and the valiant part played by
Australia in Pacific War and that US equally recognizes the great contribution
made by Australia to the trusteeship principles of the Charter and in implementa-
tion of these principles in New Guinea trusteeship agreement. Furthermore, you
may inform him that US will gladly agree at peace conference to proposals or
support a treaty article to following effect: (@) that treaty extinguishes any
rights and interests which Japan may have in mandates system as one of the
Principal Allied and Associated Powers in First World War and in former Japa-
nese Mandated Islands as a former mandatory power, and (b) that treaty takes
note that by instrument of surrender that Japan has lost all rights, titles and
control in former Japanese Mandated Islands and in any Japanese islands which
may be detached.” (890.0146/3-1947)
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Japan were entitled to participate in the peace settlement and that the
disposition of these islands was part of such a settlement. It was em-
phasized that in view of the fact that representatives of all members of
the Far Eastern Commission had been invited to the Council table it
would seem that at least all the active belligerents against Japan were
taking part in the proceedings.

Mr. Stirling was told it did not therefore seem to the Department
that any legitimately interested parties were being ignaved and that
it was felt an outsider listening to the Australian statement might
very well come to the conclusion that Australia had sorae ulterior
reason for wishing to delay consideration of the agreement. In view
of official Australian statements that it did not have any obj<ction to
the U.S. occupying the Mandated Islands as administering power,
the Department naturally had no doubts itself of the Australian posi-
tion but wanted to point out how the present Australian action might
be misconstrued by unfriendly persons. It was further emphasized
that the Department had no desire or intention of bypassing any of
the powers properly concerned in the final settlement with Japan.
Reference was made to previous confidential assurances that the U.S.
Government would support the full and equal participation of
Australia in any consideration of a peace treaty with Japan and this
assurance was reiterated.

Mr. Stirling was told that it was evident from expressions of opinion
at the Security Council Meeting on March 17 that if a vote were to
be taken the Australian proposal would be defeated but that the De-
partment hoped it would not be necessary to press the matter that far.
The hope was expressed that the Australian Government might see
fit to reconsider its action and might desire to instruct its representa-
tive on the Security Council not to press for adoption of the proposed
amendment or even to withdraw it.

Mr. Stirling was informed that the Department was distressed that
in this matter it was necessary to oppose Australia and the United
Kingdom, two of its best friends, but that the Department was firmly
convinced of the rightness of its position and that it would continue
to press for approval by the Security Council of the Trusteeship Agree-
ment without the Australian Amendment.



272 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

501.BE/3-2147

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Director of the Office
of European Affairs (Hickerson)

[WasmiNgTON,] March 21, 1947.

Participants: Mr. Norman J. O. Makin, Ambassador, Australian
Embassy )
Mr. Stirling, Minister, Australian Embassy
Mr. Dean Acheson, Acting Secretary of State
Mr. Humelsine, ODA

On the question of trusteeship for the mandated islands on which
the Australians had opposed us in the UN, Ambassador Makin said
that the Australians had decided to come around to our way of think-
ing and would back up our position 100%. A statement to this effect
will be made at the next Security Council meeting on the United States
trusteeship agreement for the mandates. The Australians stated that
Mr. Austin had been slightly critical and they felt that they would
like Austin to know that this Australian statement is going to be made
by their delegate. They thought it would be suitable for Mr. Austin to
say something nice about it.

* For the text of the Australian statement, see infra.

501.BC/3-2147

Statement To Be Made by the Australion Delegate to the Security
Council at Its Newt Meeting To Consider the United States
Trusteeship Agreement for the Former Japanese-Mandated Islands *

1. Since the question of the future of Japanese mandates first arose
in the Council, the Governments of the United Kingdom and Aus-
tralia have desired to make certain that the proposal of the United
States to assume strategic trusteeship of these islands is endorsed by
the nations which made substantial contributions to victory over
Japan.

2. On the merits of the question of disposing of the mandates the
attitude of Australia has never been in doubt. Over and over again
the Australian Minister for External Affairs has indicated that Aus-
tralia supports the proposal to make the United States the sole and
exclusive trustee over these island territories which were gained at
such sacrifice by the United States. I want to make it clear at the outset
that the Australian Government for its part has consistently supported

1The Australian statement was made on March 28, substantially as in this
text; see SC, 2nd yr., pp. 627 and 628. Ambassador Austin expressed the appre-
ciation of the United States Government immediately following (ibid., p. 628).
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and now warmly supports in the interests of peace and security the
control and administration by the United States of the Japanese man-
dated islands and is in accord with the view that the United States
should continue de facto administration.

8. The method of securing the United States objective which was
proposed by Australia and the United Kingdom as most just and
democratic was to approve the proposed agreement but to postpone
its operation until the successful belligerent nations had met formally
together for the making of a peace settlement with Japan.

4. This attitude was adopted both by Australia and the United
Kingdom not for the purpose of delaying the question of disposing
of the islands but solely for the purpose of maintaining the vital prin-
ciple that all terms of what may fairly be called “the final settlement
with Japan” should be approved not by a few nations only but by all
the nations who contributed to the overthrow of this enemy with sub-
stantial military forces. These nations included some who were not
members of the Security Council.

5. The position has been materially altered since the proposal of
Australia was supported by the United Kingdom, The Security Coun-
cil has agreed to Australia’s suggestion that the nations which fought
against Japan shall be admitted to the Security Council itself for the
purpose of stating their views on the United States trusteeship pro-
posal.? The result of this will be to extend the Security Council for
the time being into a small replica of the conference of nations which
would be entitled as a matter of justice and democratic right to par-
ticipate in the final settlement with Japan.

6. This being so, the Security Council is now in a position to be
assured that it would be in accordance with the wishes of the bellig-
erents against Japan that the proposal of the United States should
in principle be given effect to.

7. For these reasons and in the interests of a unanimous decision
Australia and the United Kingdom have decided not to press the
proposed Article XVIT.

8. Therefore having regard to the Security Council’s approval of
Australia’s desire to widen the representation of nations before this
Council so as to include all the nations who contributed with military
forces in the war against Japan and also to the fact that the Council
so enlarged and broadened will fully endorse the United States pro-
posal, my instructions are to support it.

2The Representatives of Canada, India, the Netherlands, New Zealand, and
the Philippine Republic took their Seats at the Council table on March 17.
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800.014/3-2447

Memorandwm of Telephone Conversation, by the Associate Chief of
the Division of Dependent Area Ajffairs (Green)

[WasHINgTON,] March 24, 1947.

Mr. McIntyre* telephoned this morning and asked whether I had
seen the paper which the Australian Ambassador had left with Mr.
Acheson on Friday afternoon. I replied that I had not yet seen the
paper, although I had been informed by telephone of the substance of
the conversation. Mr. McIntyre said that he wanted to explain one
point which the Ambassador may not have made perfectly clear. The
Ambassador’s paper stated that the Australian Government presumed
that the British Government would agree to the withdrawal of the
proposed amendment to the United States trusteeship agreement. How-
ever, the Australian Government had not yet had time to obtain the
concurrence of the British Government to this procedure. The paper
should be read, therefore, with the understanding that the Australian
Government was seeking the agreement of the British Government.
Jt was possible that the British would prefer to revise the proposed
amendment or to approach the problem in a slightly different way.
In other words, British concurrence in Australia’s willingness to with-
draw the proposed Article 17 should not be taken entirely for granted.
I thanked Mr. McIntyre for this information and said that I would
communicate it to other officers in the Department concerned.

Mr. McIntyre asked whether I knew when the Security Council
would next consider the trusteeship agreement. I said that I under-
stood that this depended on the schedule of Senator Austin who had
come to Washington in connection with the Department’s budget
hearings. Mr. McIntyre said that Mr. Hasluck in New York would
welcome any information concerning Senator Austin’s plans. I told
Mr. McIntyre that I would make inquiries and call him as soon as
I had any information on this point.

1L. R. McIntyre, First Secretary of the Australian Embassy.
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890.0146/4-2447

Summary of Trusteeship Agreement Negotiations in the Security
Council, New York, April 2, 19}7*

[Extract]

During a long session on April 2, 1947, the Security Council recon-
sidered the entire agreement article-by-article. In voting on proposed
amendments, the United States Representative followed the rule of
casting a vote when the United States vote would be in the affirmative,
and abstaining from voting in cases wherein the United States did not
favor the proposal before the Council. Thus, he abstained from voting
on proposals to revise Article 8(1) and Article 15. Prior to the voting
on each of these Articles, the United States Representative declared
that the United States would not veto the amendment. In advance of
his first abstention, he stated that, “On questions such as this, it is
perfectly clear—to us anyway—that the United States, where it may
be obliged in view of its responsibilities to withdraw the tender of an
agreement, should certainly not exercise a veto in the Security Council
also”. Prior to his second abstention he said, “The United States being
a party to the agreement, all I can do is, with the utmost modesty, state
that an amendment in the nature of that proposed . . .2 probably could
not be accepted by the United States as a party to the agreement”.
At the close of the session, the Security Council approved unanimously
the United States draft agreement as a whole including three minor
revisions which were accepted by the United States Representative
with the consent of the United States Government. The three amend-
ments are as follows:

Article 3—An amendment proposed by the Representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to delete the words “as an integral
part of the United States”. Upon accepting this amendment at the
116th Meeting of the Security Council, the United States representa-
tive said inter alia: “In agreeing to this modification, my Government
feels that it should affirm for the record that its authority in the trust
territory is not to be considered in any way lessened thereby.”

Article 6(1).—An amendment proposed by the Representative of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and revised in the Counecil, to
add after the words “toward self-government”, the words “or inde-
pendence as may be appropriate to the particular circumstances of the
trust territory and its peoples and the freely expressed wishes of the

1 Extract from memorandum entitled “Negotiations of the Trusteeship Agree-
ment for the Territory of the Pacific Islands between the Security Council of
the United Nations and the United States of America,” which was drafted in the
Department of State on April 24, and was transmitted to President Truman
under cover of a letter from the Secretary of State dated July 2 (FW 890.0146/4—
2447). The proceedings in the Security Council for this date are found in SC,
2nd yr., pp. 642 ff,

2 Omissions throughout the document are indicated in the source text.
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peoples concerned,”. In accepting modification in Article 6(1) at the
116th Meeting of the Security Council, the United States Representa-
tive declared that “the United States feels that it must record its
-opposition not to the principle of independence, to which no people
-could be more consecrated than the people of the United States, but
“to the thought that it could possibly be achieved within any foreseeable
future in this case.”

Article 6(1).—An amendment suggested by the Representatives of
New Zealand and India and introduced on behalf of the latter at the
124th Meeting of the Security Council, to delete the word “local”
from the phrase “in local government ;”. The observation of the Repre-
sentative of India at the 124th Meeting in behalf of this deletion was
that in certain countries the word “local” connotes municipal govern-
ment, and that surely would not be the intention of the Representative
of the United States.

In the final consideration of the United States trusteeship proposals,
the original text of Articles 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, and 19 was
approved in each case without objection or comment. The American
Representative, Mr. Austin, requested that Article 7 be perfected as
follows:

“In discharging its obligations under Article 76(¢), of the Charter,
the administering authority shall guarantee to the inhabitants of the
trust territory freedom of conscience, and, subject only to the require-
ments of public order and security, shall guarantee to the inhabitants
of the trust territory freedom of speech, of the press, and of assembly;
freedom of worship, and of religious teaching; and freedom of
migration and movement.”

Mr. Austin stated : “The significance of this perfection of the Article
is that it moves up freedom of conscience so that it will not be subject
to the requirements of public order and security.” The approval of the
trusteeship agreement with the three minor amendments and this slight
change followed the withdrawal or rejection of several other proposed
amendments as follows:

Preamble—Discussions on the Preamble concerned three alternative
versions—suggested by Poland, the Netherlands, and the United
States—of an amendment proposed originally by the Representative
of Poland at the 116th Meeting of the Security Council. This proposal
was to add the following phrase to paragraph four: “Whereas Japan
has violated the terms of the above-mentioned mandate of the League
of Nations and has thus forfeited her mandate . . .” The United
States Representative endorsed this proposal, but the amendment was
reconsidered at the 124th Meeting. The Netherlands Representative
proposed that the amendment read “Whereas, as a result of the signa-
ture by Japan of an act of unconditional surrender, the mandate held
by Japan for these islands has come to an end.” As a compromise, the
United States Representative proposed the following wording:
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“Whereas the mandate, held by Japan for these Islands has come to an
end.” After failure to reach agreement on these alternative proposals,
the original wording of the Preamble was approved unanimously.

Article 8(1).—The United Kingdom Representative proposed an
amendment to Article 8(1) to delete the phrase “except the administer-
ing authority”, holding that the inclusion of those words would give
preferential position to the United States which did not seem to be in
strict accordance with Articles 83(2) and 76(d) of the Charter. He
asked whether that phrase in Article 83(3) “without prejudice to
security considerations” would not really give the United States suffi-
cient safeguard. After replying to this question in the negative, the
American Representative stated for the record : . . . the United States
Government has no intention, through this clause or any other clause,
of taking advantage for its own benefit, and to the defriment of the
welfare of the inhabitants, of the meager and almost non-existent
resources and commercial opportunities that exist in the scattered and
barren islands. The nature of this proposed clause is dictated by the
fact that these islands are proposed as a strategic trusteeship area and
by the obligations which the administering authority will assume under
the Charter ‘to further international peace and security’ and to insure
that the territory itself ‘shall play its part’ in the maintenance of
international peace and security.”

Article 13—The United Kingdom Representative proposed a redraft
of Article 13 to read:

“The provisions of Articles 87 and 88 of the Charter shall be
applicable to the trust territory, provided that the administering
authority may at any time inform the Security Council, in accord-
ance with Article 83(3) of the Charter, that security considerations
do not permit the exercise of the functions of the Trusteeship
Council in regard to specific areas.”

He did not insist on this amendment, however, because the United
States Representative stated for the record that the United States
contemplates that notification shall be made to the Security Council
whenever the proviso that is contained in Article 13 comes into use.

Article 15—Extended debate took place before reaching agreement
on Article 15. Two formal amendments to this article were presented
by the Representatives of Poland and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics. The Soviet amendment was to make Article 15 read as
follows: “The terms of the present agreement may be altered
and amended or the terms of its validity discontinued by decision of
the Security Council.” The Polish amendment was to modify Article
15 to read: “The terms of the present agreement shall not be altered,
amended or terminated except as provided by the Charter.” The United
States indicated a willingness to accept the following text as a com-
promise: “The terms of the present agreement shall not be altered,
amended, or terminated except by agreement of the administering
authority and the Security ‘Council.” The rejection of the Soviet and
Polish amendments was followed by the acceptance of the original
wording of Article 15.



278 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1947, VOLUME I

Proposed Article 17.—An issue debated at length in the Security
Council was embodied in an amendment proposed by Australia to
add an Article 17 to the agreement which would have delayed its
coming into force until the effective date of the peace treaty with
Japan. The view thus expressed was supported by the United King-
dom and by New Zealand. The United States Representative argued
most forcefully against this proposal which would have left the agree-
ment in suspense for an indefinite period. As a basic contention of the
United States Government, he emphasized throughout the debates that
the matter did not depend upon, and need not await, the general peace
settlement with Japan. Following this widening of the Council’s dis-
cussions to include representatives of Canada, India, the Netherlands,
and the Republic of the Philippines for the purpose of stating their
views on the United States trusteeship proposals, the Australian Rep-
resentative withdrew his proposal.

According to Article 16 of the agreement, the Security Council
having approved its terms of trusteeship, only the approval by the
United States in accordance with its constitutional process is now re-
quired to bring the Trusteeship Agreement for the Territory of the
Pacific Islands into force.?

3In a letter of July 2 to President Truman, the Secretary of State recom-
mended that the Congress be requested to take action to authorize the President
to accept the Agreement and bring it into effect (FW 890.0146/4—2447). This the
Congress did in the enactment of a Joint Resolution on July 18 (61 Stat. 397),
the President approving the Agreement the same day. For text of “Trusteeship
agreement for the former Japanese mandated islands in the Pacific, designating
the territory as a ‘strategic area’ and the United States as administering au-
thority pursuant to the provisions of chapter XII of the Charter of the United
Nations,” see Department of State Treaties and Other International Acts Series
(TIAS) No. 1665, or 61 Stat. (pt. 3) 3301, or United Nations Treaty Series 189.



UNITED STATES POLICY REGARDING NON-SELF-GOV-
ERNING TERRITORIES OUTSIDE THE UNITED NATIONS
TRUSTEESHIP SYSTEM; THE QUESTION OF TRANS-
MISSION OF INFORMATION UNDER ARTICLE 73(e) OF
THE CHARTER

Editorial Note

From 1946 on, United States policy regarding dependent territories
was formulated within the context of the Charter of the United Na-
tions, the relevant sections of the Charter being Chapter XI (Dec-
laration Regarding Non-Self-Governing Territories: Articles 73 and
74), Chapter XII (International Trusteeship System: Articles 75—
85), and Chapter XIIT (The Trusteeship Council: Articles 86-91).
With specific reference to non-self-governing territories outside the
trusteeship system, the relevant chapter was Chapter X1, and within
Chapter XI the governing article was Article 73. Broadly speaking,
this had to do with the transmission of information regarding the non-
self-governing territories by the administering power to the Secretary-
General of the United Nations. In 1946 important questions of inter-
pretation immediately arose as to what type of information should be
transmitted and what should be done with it by the United Nations
once it was received. Of basic importance also were questions regard-
ing interpretation of Article 77 in Chapter XII; for example, did
this article hold a mandate for the assimilation of non-self-governing
territories in general to the trusteeship system? Out of the controversy
engendered at the United Nations by these issues emerged the group-
ings of states that came to be known as the “colonial” and the “anti-
colonial” powers.

United States consideration of the problems of non-self-governing
territories in 1946 was, at the outset, intimately connected with dis-
cussions relating to the establishment of an international trusteéship
system, and the setting was the first meeting of the General Assembly
at London in January-February 1946. Thereafter, with the trust terri-
tories set up, the two matters tended to become separated, and ques-
tions relating to non-self-governing territories outside the trusteeship
system received special consideration for their own sake. This situa-
tion was reflected in the organization of the Fourth Committee
(Trusteeship Committee) at the New York meeting of the General

279
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Assembly in October-December 1946, when two subcommittees were
established-—one to handle matters relating to Trust Territories, the
other to entertain questions relating to all other dependent territories.
The principal issue at New York on the non-self-governing territories
outside the trusteeship system is described in some detail in the docu-
ment that follows.

501.BB/8-2147
Memorandum Prepared in the Division of Dependent Area Affairs?

CONFIDENTIAL [WasuaiNeTON,]| July 29, 1947,
CDA-467a

Drarr PositioNn Parer ror Usk oF UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE TO
Ad Hoc Commrrree CoNVENED FOR AucusT 28, 1947, REGARDING
Funcrions or THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY WITH RESPECT TO INFORMA-
TION ON NoN-SeLr-GoveErNiNG TErRrITORIES TRANSMITTED UNDER
ArtICLE 73 (¢) oF THE CHARTER

THE PROBLEM

The problem is to determine (1) what functions the General As-
sembly should perform or should be allowed to perform with respect
to information from non-self-governing territories submitted under
Article 73(¢) ; and (2) what machinery or procedures, if any, should
be employed to permit the Geeneral Assembly to carry out these func-
tions effectively. This problem will be dealt with at the meeting, called
for August 28, of the ad hoc committee of the General Assembly which
was created by a Resolution of the General Assembly on December 14,
1946.

This paper deals only with questions of policy and is based on the
following assumptions with respect to the legal questions involved:

1. That the General Assembly can, under Articles 10, 18, and 14 of
the Charter and in view of the obligations set forth in Article 73, dis-
cuss and make recommendations relating to (e) the powers and func-
tions of the Secretary-General with respect to information transmitted
under Article 73(¢), and (b) the substance and adequacy of the infor-
mation so transmitted ; and

2. That the General Assembly may, under Article 22, establish such
subsidiary organs (e.g., standing committees) as it deems necessary for
the performance of these functions.

*Drafted by O. Benjamin Gerig, Chief of the Division of Dependent Area
Affairs, and Emil J. Sady, Specialist in Dependent Area Affairs.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the functions of the General Assembly, with respect to
information transmitted under Article 73(e), should be as follows:

(@) to make recommendations regarding the functions of the Secre-
tary-General under Article 73 (e) ;

(b) to discuss freely any question of procedure or substance relat-
ing to the information itself, either on a functional basis or, if any
delegation wishes, as regards individual territories;

Elc) to make recommendations with respect to procedural matters;

an
- (d) to make recommendations of a substantive character, for practi-
cal purposes, only on functional or topical subjects and not with respect
to individual territories.

9. That the General Assembly machinery for carrying out these
functions should be as follows:

(@) The Secretary-General should prepare, after consultation with
the specialized agencies, (1) a summary and analysis of the informa-
tion on a functional or topical basis; (2) suggestions for improving
the reports; (3) suggested recommendations as to the adequacy of
existing conventions and possible need for new conventions; and (4)
suggested recommendations as to research, technical assistance and
other programs wherein the specialized agencies might be able to render
useful services.

(6) A subcommittee of Committee IV should, with the assistance of
representatives of the Secretariat and of specialized agencies, examine
the data and suggestions in 2(a) above with a view to formulating
reports and resolutions for presentation to Committee IV and the Gen-
eral Assembly.

(¢) A standing committee of the General Assembly for this purpose
is unnecessary. If, however, a proposal to create such a standing com-
mittee is adopted over United States objections, a rule should be pro-
posed preventing reelection of elective members of the committee in
two successive years.

DISCUSSION

Pertinent Provisions of General Assembly Resolution

The Resolution on “Transmission of Information Under Article
73(e) of the Charter” adopted by the General Assembly on Decem-
ber 14, 1946 provides in part for the following:

a. Invites the Secretary-General to convene, some weeks before the:
second session of the General Assembly, an ad hoc Committee composed
in equal numbers of representatives of the Members transmitting infor-
mation under Article 73(¢) of the Charter (Australia, Belgium, Den-
mark, France*, Netherlands, New Zealand, United Kingdom, and

*The French Delegate entered a reservation in the General Assembly to the
effect that he could not undertake that his government would send a representa-
tive to the ad hoc Committee. [Footnote in the source text.]

335-253—73——20
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United States of America) and of representatives elected by the Gen-
eral Assembly on the basis of equitable geographical distribution
(Brazil, )China, Cuba, Egypt, India, Philippines, USSR, and
Uruguay).

b.gImz’ites the Secretary-General to request certain specialized
agencies to send representatives in an advisory capacity to the meeting
of the ad hoc Committee ; and

c. Invites the ad hoc Committee to examine the Secretary-General’s
summary and analysis of the information transmitted under Article
73(e) of the Charter with a view to aiding the General Assembly in
its consideration of this information, and with a view to making
recommendations to the General Assembly regarding the procedures to
be followed in the future and the means of ensuring that the advice,
expert knowledge and experience of the specialized agencies are used to
the best advantage.

These provisions of the resolution were the subject of protracted
debate in Subcommittee 2 of Committee IV and in the full Com-
mittee itself.? The United States, Denmark, the Netherlands and the
United Kingdom sponsored a compromise resolution which was ap-
proved by the subcommittee. This resolution omitted reference to the
establishment of the ad hoc Committee and to any functions by the
General Assembly with reference to information transmitted under
Article 73(e). It did, however, provide for an analysis as well as a
summary of this information by the Secretary-General, and for the
assistance of the specialized agencies with respect to non-self-govern-
Ing territories. This compromise resolution was subsequently defeated
in the full Committee in a Sunday morning meeting called for an-
other purpose, and the above outlined provisions proposed by Cuba,
approved. The General Assembly sustained the Committee’s decision
on this question by a vote of 28 to 15, with 7 abstentions. The states
favoring these provisions included those within the Soviet influence,
the Arab States, the Asian States (including the Philippines),
Canada, and 12 Latin American States. Those opposing were seven of
the eight states which had submitted information on non-self-govern-
ing territories (New Zealand abstaining), the Scandinavian states,
Greece, Iceland, Luxembourg, Ecuador, and Uruguay.

The discussion was chiefly significant in revealing the divergence
of view as to the scope of Chapter XTI of the Charter between, on the
one hand, the governments which have large responsibilities for the
administration of non-self-governing territories, and, on the other
hand, Members who have no such responsibilities and whose attitudes
are further influenced by their own previous experience of dependent

?For the summary record of discussions in the Fourth Committee and in the
Committee’s Subcommittee 2, see United Nations, Officiul Records of the General
Assembdly, First Session, Second Part, Fourth Committee (hereafter cited as GA
(1/2), Fourth Committee), Part I and Part ITL.
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status and/or their desire to acquire prestige through championing the
.cause of dependent peoples.

The United States maintained that creation of the ad hoc Committee
was permissible under Article 22 of the Charter and Rule 100 of the
Rules of Procedure, but voted against its establishment on the ground
that it would be wiser not to proceed with a proposal which, in the
minds of some members, went beyond their commitments under Article
73(e). While the colonial powers consistently emphasized the distinc-
tion between trust and other non-self-governing territories and inter-
preted Article 73(e) as strictly limiting the functions of the United
‘Nations with respect to non-self-governing territories under the
sovereignty of Members, the Chinese, Soviet, and Indian Delegations
were aggressive in their attempts to soften as far as possible the line
of distinction drawn by the Charter between trust and non-self-govern-
ing territories. Thus when a Chinese proposal, empowering the
Trusteeship Council to receive and examine the information from
non-self-governing territories, was defeated, China, India, the Soviet,
and Arab States supported a Cuban Resolution for an ad hoc com-
mittee with membership, like that of the Trusteeship Council, equally
balanced between colonial and non-colonial powers. Also significant
in this connection was the hope expressed by the Polish Delegation
that non-self-governing territories would eventually be transformed
into trust territories and a resolution introduced by India (but ruled
out of order by the Chairman of Subcommittee 2) that the Secretary-
‘General inquire of states administering non-self-governing territories
whether they were willing, acting on Article 77(c), to place any of
these territories voluntarily under the international trusteeship system.

Situation of the United States

Since the membership of the ad hoc committee established by the
General Assembly will be equally balanced between the colonial powers
and the United States on one hand, and, on the other hand, the states
which, during the General Assembly meetings, took a very broad view
of the function of the United Nations with respect to non-self-govern-
ing territories, the position of the United States with respect to
Chapter II is likely to be decisive in the ad hoc committee.

The United States last August transmitted to the Secretary-General,
pursuant to Article 73(¢) information on Alaska, American Samoa,
Guam, Hawaii, the Panama Canal,} Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands. This was done without prejudice to the territories on which
information would in future be sent. It will be the Secretary-General’s

$The Republic of Panama objected to the transmittal by the United States of
information on the Canal Zone, and in view thereof, the United States agreed
that it would not transmit information in future on this territory without con-
sulting the Republic of Panama. [Footnote in the source text.]
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summary and analysis of this information, including of course that
transmitted by seven other states, which will be examined by the ad
hoc committee.

Functions Which the General Assembly Should Exercise With Re-
spect to Information Under Argicle 73 (¢)

There are three basic, alternative positions which the United States:
might take on this question. These are as follows:

Alternative 1: That the General Assembly, while being free to dis-
cuss anything, would limit its recommendations to (¢) the form in
which the information is sent and the subject matter which should
be included; (&) the procedure for transmitting this information to
ensure its most effective use “for information purposes”, and (¢) the
various aspects of the Secretary-General’s functions under Article
73(e). Thus, the General Assembly might recommend that certain
subjects be treated more comprehensively in the reports in order to
satisfy the informational requirements of the various organs of the
United Nations and the specialized agencies. It may suggest that
copies of the reports be deposited in the library of the Secretariat and
sent to Members of the United Nations and to the specialized agencies.
It might request the Secretary-General to summarize and analyze the
information in sucha way as to ensure its effective use for information
purposes.

Such a position would be based on the idea that the General Assem-
bly should restrict its functions closely to the orginal intent of Article
73(e), namely that the reports were for “information” and not for
“recommendation on substance”, an idea which was considered but re-
jected at San Francisco on grounds of domestic jurisdiction. This
would have the advantage of preventing the colonial powers from be-
ing pilloried constantly by the so-called anti-imperialist states, whose
motives may not be entirely disinterested, as to how they are giving
effect to Assembly recommendations. It would have the disadvantage
of making the United States and other administering powers to appear
to be somewhat on the defensive as to alleged or real conditions exist-
ing in the territories under their jurisdiction. It would also align the
United States with the more conservative colonial powers and subject
this government to criticism as being an “imperialistic” power. Even
if the so-called colonial powers were successful in securing adoption
of this alternative in the ad hoc Committee, the recommendation of
the Committee might be defeated in the General Assembly and a
wholly unacceptable substitute resolution adopted instead.

Alternative 2: That the General Assembly should, in addition to
the functions set forth in Alternative 1, be authorized to make recom-
mendations on any question of a procedural or substantive matter re-
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lating to information transmitted under Article 73, but that, as a
means of making its recommendations effective, the Geeneral Assembly
should make recommendations only with respect to functions (e.g.
economic, social, and educational matters) and not with respect to
individual territories. This would have the advantage of permitting
the General Assembly to offer its advice and assistance on a construc-
tive and non-political basis and would enable its recommendations to
tie in very effectively with the existing committec structure of the
‘Geeneral Assembly and with the organizational structure of the spe-
cialized agencies. Furthermore, this position would probably be sup-
ported by the colonial powers, since it would avoid the possibility of
any government being embarrassed by recommendations designed to
throw a political spotlight on any individual territory within its
-domestic jurisdiction.

Although certain states, such as India and the Soviet Union, may
not, for political and propaganda reasons, be satisfied with this pro-
posal, it is believed that it would appeal to a sufficiently large number
of non-colonial powers as being fair and appropriate to permit its
-adoption and would greatly enhance the international prestige of the
United States. If the United States were to initiate such a proposal, it
would take the “wind out of the sails” of the so-called anti-imperialist
powers.

Alternative 8: That the General Assembly should, in addition to
the functions set forth in Alternatives 1 and 2, make such recommenda-
tions as it considers advisable, whether on a functional basis or with
respect to an individual territory, on the basis of information trans-
mitted under Article 73. Such a generous and unrestricted proposal
by the United States would have the advantage of building United
‘States prestige in the United Nations and among dependent peoples
as being a country which does not fear criticism or comment on its
territorial administration, either existing or planned. It would take
the initiative away from the so-called anti-imperialist powers—Soviet
Union and India—and permit the United States to capture leadership
as a protagonist of dependent peoples, a role befitting the American
tradition. The disadvantages of this position are (a) that opposition
within the United States to reporting under Article 73(e) might
follow any critical recommendation with respect to one of our terri-
tories; (b) that the other colonial powers might modify on paper their
constitutional relationship with their territories in order to avoid re-
porting altogether, a threat already made by France; and (¢) that it
would be impractical for the General Assembly to inform itself ade-
quately about any particular territory to permit it to make useful
recommendations. :
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RECOMMENDED POSITION

It is recommended that the United States should initiate or support
a proposal along the lines of Alternative 2, defining the functions of
the General Assembly, with respect to information transmitted under
Article 73(e) as follows:

a. That the Assembly should make recommendations whenever ad-
visable with respect to the functions of the Secretary-General under
Article 73 (e) ; '

b. That Members of the Assembly should feel free to discuss an
question of procedure or substance relating to the information itself,
either on a functional (i.e., topical) basis or, if any delegation wishes,
as regards individual territories;

¢. That the Assembly should make any recommendation it con-
siders desirable with respect to procedural matters; and

d. That the Assembly should, for practical purposes, and in order
to avoid needless political controversy, confine its recommendations
of a substantive character to broad recommendations on functional or
topical subjects and not with respect to individual territories.

The United States should make it clear that it does not oppose recom-
mendations relating to conditions in individual territories out of any
desire to protect its own territorial administration or that of any
other government. It should emphasize that it welcomes any discussion
of conditions in its own territories, and that such discussion, if con-
ducted in the right spirit, will be as effective as a recommendation
which the General Assembly might be unable to carry out in a terri-
tory within the domestic jurisdiction of any of its members.

General Assembly Machinery for Carrying Out Recommended
Functions

It is clear that the recommended functions of the General Assembly
will require considerable preliminary study and analysis of the in-
formation before recommendations can be formulated and acted upon
by Committee IV of the General Assembly and by the Assembly
itself. However, this preliminary work could be done without creating
a standing committee of the General Assembly to meet between ses-
sions. In the event such a standing committee is proposed, the United
States should oppose it on the grounds that the procedure recom-
mended below makes the establishment of such a new body unnecessary.
If the proposal to create the committee is adopted, the United States
should strongly urge adoption of a rule prohibiting reelection of a
government to serve on the committee for two successive years.

Whether or not the standing committee is created, the following
procedure should be followed in order to facilitate General Assembly
consideration of this information :
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a. The General Assembly should request the Secretary-General of
the United Nations to transmit to the Secretary-Generals of specialized
agencies copies of the reports and to prepare, after consultation with
them, (@) a summary and analysis of the information on a functional
basis (e.g. finance, commerce and industry, food and agriculture,
labor, health, and educational and cultural); (b) suggestions for
improving the reports (e.g. more uniform and adequate re-
porting in certain fields); and (¢) recommendations as to the
adequacy of existing conventions and the possible need for new con-
ventions in certain topical fields; and (d) suggested recommendations
with respect to immediate research and other programs in which the
respective international organizations might be able to render useful
services. In the near future, specialized agencies, such as the ILO and
the FAO, should be asked to give an indication of the information
they need on non-self-governing territories, with a view to the possible
inclusion in one report of the informational requirements of all inter-
national bodies and thus to avoid duplication of effort and excessive
costs for the Members which administer non-self-governing territories.

b. A subcommittee of Committee IV should examine the informa-
tion transmitted under Article 73(¢), the summary and analysis, and
the suggestions and recommendations, and, on the basis of these, should
formulate resolutions for presentation to Committee IV and the Gen-
eral Assembly. Representatives of the United Nations Secretariat and
of the specialized agencies should attend the meetings of the subcom-
mittee and Committee as observers and should assist members of the:
Committee as may be necessary.

10 Files®: US/A/M(Chr)/51
Minutes of the Seventh Meeting of the United States Delegation, New

York, September 15,1947, 3 p. m.2
SECRET

[Here follow the list of persons (81) present and a discussion of
preceding items on the agenda of the meeting.]

Information From Non-Self-Governing Territories

Mr. Green ® reported that there had been a sharp cleavage between the-
colonial and anti-colonial powers in the recent meeting of the ad hoc

* Short title for the Master Files of the Reference and Documents Section of
the Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Department of State.

?For information regarding the composition and organization of the United
States Delegation to the second regular session of the General Assembly of the:
United Nations, see pp. 3-13 ff. The General Assembly convened at New York on
September 16, 1947.

® James F. Green, Associate Chief of the Division of Dependent Area Affairs,.
and Adviser, U.S. Delegation Advisory Staff.
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Committee on the Transmission of Information under Article 73e.*
The delegates of the U.S.S.R., China, Philippines, India and some-
times the Arab States took the position that Chapter XTI implied that
the United Nations should have broad supervisory powers with respect
to non-self-governing territories. The U.S.S.R. has argued quite fre-
quently for immediate independence. Of the administering powers, the
French, Dutch and Belgians had taken the most recalcitrant attitude,
while the British, Australians, New Zealanders and Danes had been
willing to accept a broad interpretation of Chapter X1, subject to the
maintenance of their sovereign position. The United States, he con-
tinued, had tried to provide constructive leadership and to rally the
moderate states by stressing the need for concrete proposals. Such pro-
posals had in the past won a large measure of support. He explained
that the position paper (US/A/C.4/34)° had been based on the first
-draft of the Ad Hoc Committee report supplemented by a conversation
with Mr. Gerig, who sat for the United States. He said the paper was
very preliminary and subject to clearance by the Navy and Interior
-departments.

There were three issues involved, he explained: (1) the kind of in-
formation that should be transmitted ; (2) what the Secretary-General
should do with the information; and (3) what the General Assembly
‘should do with it. The Charter was very precise on the first issue.
Despite the fact that political information had been deliberately left
-out of Article 73e, there had been a concerted effort to include political
information. Mr. Gerig had agreed to include political information
in the United States reports but only as a voluntary transaction. This
stand was endorsed by the other administering powers. The United
States had submitted a draft outline including an optional section on
general information. This had been unanimously accepted. The second
1ssue was more difficult since the Charter left this open. Article 73¢ was
'stretched somewhat at London when the Secretary-General was
requested to prepare summaries and analyses. The United States had
insisted that the Secretary-General’s use of supplemental documents
be subject to the approval of the administering power concerned, and
that the Secretary-General should not analyze political information.
Use by the Secretary-General, for the purposes of comparison, of data
on independent states had been approved by the Ad Hoc Committee,

*The Ad Hoc Committee met at Lake Success August 28-September 12, 1947.
The Committee was composed of 16 members, eight representing governments
transmitting information under Article 73(e)—Australia, Belgium, Denmark,
France, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and the United
States, and eight representing Member Governments elected by the General As-
sembly—Brazil, China, Cuba, Egypt, India, the Philippines, the Soviet Union,
and Uruguay. For text of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee, see United Na-
tions, Official Records of the General Assembly, Second Session, Fourth Com-
m@;ttee (hereafter cited as GA (II), Fourth Committee), annex 4@, pp. 202 ff.

Infra.
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but had not been very popular with non-reporting states, who sa